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Map 5. The Eastern Roman Empire and Western Persia 


Introduction 


The late-fourth-century historian Ammianus Marcellinus tells us that his con- 
temporary the emperor Valens was “a man with an equal amount of out- 
standing and awful qualities." He was neither a hero nor a monster, but 
rather very much an ordinary human faced with a superhuman task. This 
book is about both the man and the task, about Valens and his empire. It 
aims to set Valens in his context and show how a person of unremarkable 
talents faced the demands of a remarkably complex world. My object is not 
to denigrate Valens. The ancient sources have gone quite far enough to 
blacken the man's reputation for all ages to come. Nor, however, do I seek 
to rehabilitate him. Such efforts are invariably reductive and predictable. At 
this remove I neither despise Valens nor particularly admire him. He did the 
best he could to live up to what was undoubtedly the biggest job in the world 
of his day, and his ultimate downfall is as much a testament to the difficulty 
of ruling the empire as it is to the failings of the emperor. 

Unfortunately for Valens, and indeed for his empire, he was what con- 
temporary Americans might refer to with duly sterile bureaucratic sympa- 
thy as "imperially challenged." He was not handsome, he was not educated, 
he was not well born, he was not charismatic, he was not particularly brave, 
and he was not especially intelligent. Then, as now, a ruler was evaluated by 
the impression he or she created, and Valens's made —and still makes—a 
rather poor impression. He thus cuts a distinctly underwhelming figure in 
Roman history. None of this means, however, that Valens was, like some other 
emperors, malevolent or even obtuse. On the contrary, he was well-inten- 
tioned and had much to recommend him, which he put to work as best he 


1. AM 30.7.4: "inter probra medium et praecipua." 
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could for the benefit of the empire. He was a good farmer and good ad- 
ministrator, he was sympathetic to his subjects, particularly to commoners, 
and he was adamant about the territorial integrity of his realm and the im- 
portance of upholding the military glory of Rome. Thus Ammianus seems 
bang on in his assessment of Valens as a man of both good and bad quali- 
ties. In his case, though, both stand out more starkly than those of other em- 
perors, precisely because his image has not been polished up for contem- 
poraries and posterity by our sources. For this reason, even if he was no great 
emperor, Valens makes for a great study. 

This book attempts to present what Germans would call Kaisergeschichte, 
or “emperor history." It is not quite biography, in large part because we do 
not have adequate sources to write a true biography of Valens the man. It is 
also much more than biography, for Valens, like any emperor, lived in far 
too intricate a world for any portrait of him to be drawn without copious ac- 
companying detail in the fore, middle, and background. In this sense, I would 
hope that this book resembles something like a northern Renaissance paint- 
ing, in the manner, say, of Hugo van der Goes's Portinari altarpiece. As is 
typical of such paintings, Valens is foregrounded in all of his earthy simplicity. 
Surrounding him in the middle ground are the characters who advised him 
and implemented his policies and the adversaries he faced at home and 
abroad. Receding into the background, I have tried to paint representative 
scenes that bring the portrait to life in all of its dimensions and details. Such, 
in my estimation, is the essence of Kaisergeschichte. 

This genre has in some sense always been fashionable. Even in an era when 
one is more likely to find synchronic and synthetic investigations ofa specific 
theme or motif, we have seen a steady stream of excellent biographical work 
on major and minor emperors in the past decade. Even Valens has won at- 
tention in two recently published German dissertations, one on Valens's 
Gothic wars by Ulrich Wanke (1990) and the second on Valens's persecu- 
tion of pagans by Franz Josef Wiebe (1995). Up until the present, though, 
no one has undertaken a full-length biography of all aspects of Valens and 
his reign.? This is a pity, for a number of reasons. Not least, Valens provides 
a marvelous case study in the stresses and strains of empire. Things hardly 
turned out well for him; crisis piled onto crisis in a steady crescendo that cul- 
minated in his disastrous defeat at Adrianople. Only by looking at all of the 
problems that Valens faced—natural disasters, usurpation and assassination 
attempts, barbarian incursions, treaty violations, economic shortfalls, reli- 
gious infighting, and military catastrophe —can we begin to see how the de- 
mands placed on this emperor were literally overwhelming. By undertaking 
an omni-comprehensive study of all aspects of this troubled reign, we can 


2. Köhler 1925 is quite primitive and omits many subjects. Nagl, “Val.,” is useful, but only 
in the manner of an encyclopedia article. 
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see the stress points of power, the fissures in the imperial facade, and how 
these affected the fate of the emperor and his empire. 

An investigation of Valens can also provide a fairly clear outline of what 
was expected of a fourth-century emperor. Many of Valens's problems arose 
precisely because he did not live up to the expectations set for him by his 
world. He thus provides an excellent example — often a negative example — 
of what a late Roman emperor was supposed to be like. Much of this study 
is concerned with this question. What did contemporaries want from Valens? 
What did they find in him to satisfy or disappoint their expectations? What 
were the pressures on an emperor: social, cultural, religious, economic, ad- 
ministrative, and military? How did these interact, and how did the emperor 
himself react to their combined effects? In the end, these questions can only 
be answered by looking at all of the evidence synthetically. Much of what this 
book entails, then, is the rebuilding of a giant puzzle, whose thousands of 
pieces have been scattered by time, and above all by the nature of our sources, 
into sterile discontinuity from one another. By recombining nearly all of 
them, I have attempted to provide a satisfying reconstruction of the man and 
his times. The result, I hope, should be a three-dimensional matrix of in- 
terlocking elements, each of which pulls on the next in tension and reflexion. 

Through a fortunate coincidence of historical accident, we still have many, 
many pieces with which to recreate this portrait. The reign of Valens has left 
a uniquely well developed source record, better than for nearly any emperor 
in the fourth century except Julian and perhaps Constantine. It is thus worth- 
while to lay out in brief the nature of these sources so that readers may be 
familiar with how they affect our understanding of this fascinating emperor. 

Pride of place surely goes to Ammianus Marcellinus (ca. 330-95).? This 
accurate and faithful guide to fourth-century political and military history 
covers the entire reign of Valens in his twenty-sixth through thirty-first 
books.* He provides a precise and detailed narrative for Valens's accession, 
his civil war with the usurper Procopius, his first Gothic war, his Persian war, 
his magic trials in Antioch, and his spectacular defeat by the Goths at Adri- 
anople. Ammianus did not compose his narrative until the early 390s, but 
he lived through Valens's reign and was witness to many of the events he 
describes, including the Persian war that immediately preceded Valens's 
rule and the magic trials that shook Antioch during Valens's residence there 
in the early 370s.? Ammianus had also visited Thrace, where Valens died at 


3. Among the many recent studies on Ammianus, I single out Sabbah 1978, Matthews 1989, 
and Barnes 1998. 

4. For Ammianus's shiftin intention and technique beginning at bk. 26, see Matthews 1989, 
204-7. 

5. For Ammianus's presence in Antioch in 372, see AM 29.2.4; cf. Matthews 1989, 48- 
66, 131-79. 
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Adrianople, and had close contacts in Armenia, where Valens's forces 
fought for many years.? 

Despite his accuracy and detail, Ammianus has come in for some well- 
deserved criticism in recent studies." No historian is perfect, even one as in- 
telligent and multidimensional as Ammianus. He is thus demonstrably guilty 
of some factual errors in his report of Valens's rule.? More important, though, 
his are generally sins of omission rather than commission. This is certainly 
true in the realm of Christianity, where Ammianus, a pagan, maintains a stud- 
ied reserve that occasionally leads to misunderstanding and even distortion.? 
Ammianus's failure, for example, to discuss the murder of the Christian Pa- 
triarch Nerses by the Armenian king Pap during Valens's reign is mislead- 
ing, for Nerses's murder helped provoke Valens in turn to have Pap mur- 
dered.!° Even more surprising, Ammianus omits mention of three major 
uprisings in the final years of Valens's reign, one by the Isaurians, one by the 
Saracens, and a third in Gothic territory.!! At least two of these —those of 
the Saracens and Goths—involved Christianity. One begins to suspect that, 
to snub Christianity, our pagan historian has deliberately left us with a skewed 
impression of even the political forces affecting the history of his times. 

Fortunately, there are other good sources, which serve as controls on the 
narrative of Ammianus. We can only regret the loss of a history by Ammi- 
anus's younger contemporary Eunapius of Sardis (ca. 345-ca. 415).!? Euna- 
pius was also a witness to events in Valens's reign and composed two versions 
ofa full-length history in Greek, which, while disorganized and tendentious, 
was filled with important information. Unfortunately, the original text is no 
longer extant, but useful fragments survive in Constantine Porphyrogeni- 
tus.!? Then, too, Eunapius's other major work, the Lives of the Sophists, also 
offers biographies of many philosophers contemporary with Valens, some 
of whom were attacked by the emperor at various points in his reign. More- 


6. On Thrace, see AM 18.6.5, 22.8.1, 27.4.2; cf. Sabbah 1978, 115; Wolfram 1988, 70-71. 
On Armenia, see Sabbah 1978, 235-36. 

7. Esp. Barnes 1998 and 199ob, with earlier bibliography. 

8. Thus AM 27.5.2 locates Daphne on the wrong side of the Danube (cf. Wanke 1990, 
91-94); AM 31.11.2 implies that Beroea and Nicopolis were near each other, when in fact they 
are separated by the Shipka pass; AM 31.11.2 and 12.1 appear to be doublets for the same event. 

9. See Barnes 1998, 79-94, and 1990b. For earlier bibliography on the question, see Neri 
1985a. 

10. See Baynes 1910, Garsoian 1969, and pp. 177-81. 

11. On the Isaurian uprisings, see Lenski 19992. On the Saracen uprising, see pp. 204-9. 
On the Gothic civil war, see Lenski 1995. 

12. On Eunapius, see Blockley 1981-83, 1: 1-26; Penella 1990, 1-38. It has been posited, 
most strongly by Paschoud 1971-89 and 1975, that Ammianus and Eunapius shared a com- 
mon source in the Annales of Nicomachus Flavianus. The question remains vexed. For recent 
discussion, see Bleckmann 1995. 

13. I follow the order of the fragments laid out in Blockley 1981-83, vol. 2. 
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over, the late-fifth-century pagan Greek writer Zosimus composed an apolo- 
getic history of his own, which draws almost exclusively on Eunapius for its 
useful account of Valens's reign.!* We thus have an alternative —if more ab- 
breviated—narrative with which to supplement and partially critique Am- 
mianus's much fuller and generally more accurate version of events. 

We also have no fewer than five ecclesiastical histories that treat the reign 
of Valens in some detail. Because Valens was—even in his own lifetime — 
branded an arch-persecutor of Christians, he drew considerable attention 
from ecclesiastical historians, who provide us with considerable information 
on major events related to the church and the government of his day. We 
thus have good accounts in the ecclesiastical histories of Rufinus (ca. 403),? 
Philostorgius (ca. 425), Socrates (ca. 446),'7 Sozomen (ca. 448/49), and 
Theodoret (449/ 50).? In many instances, the material in these histories over- 
laps, for Socrates used Rufinus as a source for some of his narrative, Sozomen 
then used Socrates, and Theodoret seems to have used both Socrates and 
Sozomen.!? This does not mean, however, that they merely copied one an- 
other. Sozomen often corrects and supplements the material of Socrates, and, 
while Theodoret is generally less reliable than his two predecessors, he too 
adds new documentary material from contemporary sources, which can be 
quite useful.?? In addition, Rufinus and Socrates had access to an ecclesias- 
tical historian contemporary with Valens, Gelasius of Caesarea.?! Finally, while 
our other ecclesiastical sources generally present information from a Nicene 
position, the copious fragments of Philostorgius's Ecclesiastical History offer 
a radical Arian view of Valens's reign; and Philostorgius himself drew on a 
history written by an anonymous Arian historiographer who, like his con- 
temporary Valens, was a semi-Arian Homoian.?? There is thus ample mate- 
rial with which to reconstruct church affairs under Valens from a variety of 
doctrinal standpoints. 

Even more important, we have a remarkable wealth of material by con- 
temporaries of Valens, much ofit written for Valens. Themistius (ca. 317-88) 
composed no fewer than nine political orations during Valens's lifetime, seven 


14. Ifollow the text and translation of Paschoud 1971-89. See Paschoud 1971, ix-xcvi, for 
background on Zosimus. 

15. On Rufinus, see also Thelamon 1981. For the—much disputed— dates of all these au- 
thors, see Lenski 2002; cf. Leppin 1996, 273-82. 

16. On Philostorgius, see Bidez and Winkelmann 1972, cvi-cxlii. 

17. On Socrates, see Urbainczyk 1997b. 

18. On Valentinian and Valens in the ecclesiastical historians, see Leppin 1996, 91-104. 

19. I summarize the literature on the interdependence of these sources at Lenski 2002. 

20. See esp. Urbaincyzk 1997a and Barnes 1993, 209-11. 

21. On the contentious question of Gelasius, see Winkelmann 1966. 

22. The fragments are collected in appendix VII of the edition of Philostorgius edited by 
Bidez and Winkelmann (1972, 202-41). 
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of which survive, and six of which were delivered to Valens himself.?? These 
provide not only extremely valuable information about the events of Valens's 
reign but the official perspective on those events as presented by the court 
orator.?* From the west, we have fragments of six political orations of Sym- 
machus (ca. 340—402) written during Valens's lifetime, three of which were 
written for Valentinian and Gratian and another for Gratian alone.? The 
poet and orator Ausonius also flourished under Valentinian and Gratian 
and wrote a number of works, mostly in verse, with direct relevance to the 
emperors for whom he worked.?9 Moreover, the historians Festus and Eu- 
tropius both wrote abbreviated accounts of Roman history at Valens's re- 
quest while serving in succession as his magistri memoriae, and although they 
do not cover Valens's own reign, their highly selective and politically 
charged narratives of the past offer unique insights into the contemporary 
political situation.?” Finally, the common consensus among English-speak- 
ing scholars is that the peculiar military and economic treatise called the 
De rebus bellicis also seems to have been written for Valens.?® The anonymous 
author offers unique advice to the emperor on economic management, 
which Valens actually followed. 

Some of our contemporary material comes not from those connected with 
the court but from people distinctly outside it. This is often quite useful be- 
cause of the *unofficial" perspective it provides on Valens and the events of 
his reign. The brilliant but stodgy orator Libanius (314-ca. 393) lived 
through Valens's reign with some trepidation. He had been a fawning sup- 
porter of Julian and thus came in for some harassment under Valens, lead- 
ing him to curtail his previously copious correspondence during the Pan- 


23. Themistius wrote the extant orations 6-11 for Valens. Lib. Ep. 1495 indicates that he 
also delivered a speech, now lost, to Valens on January 1, 365 (see p. 28). Soc. 4.32.2-5 and 
Soz. 6.36.6-37.1 confirm that another nonextant speech was offered ca. 375/76. The extant 
Latin [Or. 12] purports to be this last, but is obviously a forgery (Foerster 1900; contrast Ando 
1995, 180, with unconvincing arguments for authenticity). For Themistius, see the recent trans- 
lations of Heather and Matthews 1991 (orations 8 and 10 only), Maisano 1995, and Leppin 
and Portmann 1998. For secondary work, see esp. Dagron 1968, Vanderspoel 1995, and Erring- 
ton 2000. 

24. On the relationship between panegyric and imperial policy, see Nixon and Rodgers 
1994, 26-33. 

25. On Symmachus, see esp. Matthews 1975 and Pabst 1989. 

26. See esp. Sivan 1993, with earlier bibliography. 

27. On these authors, see also Boer 1972; Bird 1986 and 1993. 

28. See the helpful translation and commentary of Thompson 1952. On the date, Cameron 
1985 is most convincing with 367/69 (see Cracco-Ruggini 1987 and Chauvot 1998, 219-22). 
Even so, Giardina 1989, xxxvii-lii, abides by ca. 360, proposed by Mazzarino 1951, 72-109. 
Brandt 1988 argues for a fifth-century date but has not won wide acceptance (see Liebeschuetz 
1994, 132-34). 
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nonian emperor's rule.? The only oration he delivered to Valens is no longer 
extant, buta number of letters from the first two years of the reign have found 
their way into the extant corpus and provide priceless insights into the fate 
of Julian's supporters in the early years of the Valentiniani.?? Saint Basil (ca. 
390—79), bishop of Cappadocian Caesarea, was nearly an exact contempo- 
rary of Valens: he was born some two years after Valens and seems to have 
died less than two months after him.?! Of his 234 authentic letters, all but 
the first 19 were written under Valens.” These provide a wealth of infor- 
mation, not just about ecclesiastical affairs but also about political, military, 
and even economic matters. A handful of Basil's sermons are also quite use- 
ful for events during Valens's reign. So, too, are about 70 of the letters by 
Basil’s friend and compatriot Saint Gregory of Nazianzus (329-89) that were 
written under Valens. Although the letters are less rich in political details, 
Gregory's orations, many written under Valens or shortly after his death, 
are invaluable for their wealth of material on Valens and his ministers.?? 
Finally, Saint Gregory of Nyssa (ca. 330-95), Basil’s younger brother, offers 
some useful contemporary information, particularly in his massive polemical 
treatise Contra Eunomium and his sermons. 

Also contemporary with Valens are some other, less helpful but nonethe- 
less significant authors, including Saint Epiphanius of Salamis (ca. 315- 
403).°4 Epiphanius was a staunch defender of Nicene orthodoxy who man- 
aged to write a compendious heresiology called the Panarion (“Medicine 
Chest”) during the latter years of Valens's reign (374-77). It occasionally 
reports the author's quirky but useful perspective on the religious perse- 
cutions worked by Valens and his circle. Saint John Chrysostom (ca. 345- 
407) began his career as a golden-mouthed orator under Valens, and some 
of his works from this early period, when he lived alongside Valens in An- 
tioch, survive to give us insights into Valens's activities.” Saint Ambrose (ca. 
339-397) also began his career as bishop of Milan in the last years of Valens's 
rule and reports some interesting perspectives on Valens and his brother.?? 


29. I follow H. Foerster's text (1903-23). On Libanius, see esp. Petit 1955, Liebeschuetz 
1972, and the translation with commentary of A. F. Norman (1969-77, 1992). 

30. On the oration, see Lib. Or. 1.144. For the letters datable to 364—65, see Seeck, Briefe, 
418-42. 

31. On the date of Basil's death, see Pouchet 1992. 

32. On Basil, see esp. Rousseau 1994. 

33. Or. 43, the "Encomium of Basil," edited by J. Bernardi, is especially useful. 

34. The translation of Williams 1987-94 has a useful introduction. 

35. On Chrysostom's early years under Valens and the works he produced then, see Kelly 
1995, 1-82. 

36. On Ambrose in his early years, see McLynn 1994, 31—78, and Williams 1995, 104-27. 
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And the mellifluous Syrian Saint Ephraem (d. 373) lived under Valens and 
wrote some material interesting for political and religious history. There 
are thus abundant contemporary sources, both from those connected with 
Valens and those detached from him, to provide a very full picture of his 
reign. 

Documentary sources are also plentiful. Chief among these, the Theo- 
dosian Code offers over 450 laws from the years between 364 and 378. I shall 
not offer a catalog of these in what follows, chiefly because Federico Pergami 
already provides one.?’ I shall, however, treat themes in these laws extensively 
in chapter 6, where I also discuss further the problems of this source. Suffice 
it to say here that although most of the material in the Theodosian Code 
comes from the western court, much ofit applied to Valens's territory in the 
east as well. The Codex Justinianus, a sixth-century counterpart to the Theo- 
dosian Code, corrects this picture somewhat, for although it offers fewer laws 
from the period, these are more evenly balanced between eastern and west- 
ern issues. In addition, I have examined over 170 Greek and Latin inscrip- 
tions from the reigns of Valentinian, Valens, and Gratian. Here again, I do 
not discuss each in detail but focus on the scores of inscriptions that can teach 
us about the extensive building and fortification programs of the two em- 
perors. In addition, three major inscriptions—two from Ephesus and a third 
from Canusium in Apulia—provide remarkable insights into the workings 
of certain administrative structures under the Valentiniani.?? Finally, I have 
examined over sixty contemporary papyri, some of which offer quite useful 
insights into administrative questions and particularly the recruitment of 
troops under Valens. 

Among the many advantages of working in late Roman history is that we 
begin to get sources from cultures other than Rome. These are the stories 
from the other side, outsiders' perspectives that help round out what for 
early periods is necessarily a two-dimensional picture. For Valens's reign, 
such sources are crucial. We get some of our first insights from inside Gothic 
territory in a group of martyrologies written during the reign of Valens— 
particularly the martyrdom of Saint Saba the Goth—which survive from the 
persecutions carried out in the early 370s by the Gothic chieftain Atha- 
naric.? These open a tantalizing window into cultures that had previously 
been obscured by the one-sided nature of our records. Even more impor- 
tant, from Armenia, where Valens's forces struggled from 369 until the end 
of his reign, we have the late-fifth-century Epic Histories (Buzandaran Patmut- 
twink’), which preserve considerable information about events in Valens's 


37. Pergami 1993. 
38. For these texts, see Schulten 1906 and Giardina and Grelle 1983. 


39. I follow the texts at Delehaye 1912. These accounts are conveniently assembled and 
translated at Heather and Matthews 1991, 103-31. 
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reign. Although this work drew primarily on oral sources, and thus con- 
tains numerous chronological inaccuracies, when checked against the Greek 
and Roman sources, it appears surprisingly reliable on questions of local and 
international politics. The Epic Histories offer a unique window into the work- 
ings of Armenian society and thus a chance to assess Valens's perspective 
from inside a world he could only partially understand. 

Finally, we have a number of chronographers who help us to pinpoint 
events in Valens's reign with incredible precision. Jerome, who began his ca- 
reer as an administrator under Valentinian in the 360s, eventually moved 
east to Syria under Valens and later composed his Chronicle in Constantino- 
ple, shortly after Valens's death.*! For the period of Valens's reign, he drew 
heavily from the so-called Consularia Constantinopolitana, which includes a 
number of detailed entries on events in and around the eastern capital in 
the period of Valens's reign. Many of these are also repeated and supple- 
mented by the seventh-century Chronicon paschale.? There are also other ac- 
curate and reliable local chronicles, like the Historia acephala and Festal In- 
dex, which describe and date the major events in the life of Saint Athanasius 
of Alexandria, and the Chronicon Edessenum (ca. 540), which lists important 
dates for events in Valens's reign at the city of Edessa. John Malalas, who 
composed his world chronicle in the sixth century, also offers useful mate- 
rial drawn from contemporary sources in Antioch. 

Before I leave off introducing this book, it is worthwhile to outline briefly 
the major topics covered in the pages to come. In chapter 1, I treat the ac- 
cession of Valentinian and Valens and the establishment of their adminis- 
trations. I argue that Jovian, their immediate predecessor, was promoted to 
the purple against the will of the consistory by a group of his fellow imper- 
ial guardsmen who were disgruntled with the emperor Julian's cutbacks in 
their ranks. This laid the groundwork for the election of Valentinian, who 
was also in the guards, and Valentinian's promotion of his brother Valens, 
another guardsman. Valentinian, as we shall see, chose his brother to be co- 
emperor in large part because he knew he could trust and, to some extent, 
even control him. Stepping back in time and place, I then look at the terri- 
tory of Pannonia out of which the two emperors sprang. Their background 
as soldiers and farmers was in many ways dictated by their homeland, the de- 
velopment of which under imperial sponsorship probably encouraged both 
to turn to imperial service. We shall then examine the early careers of both 


40. For the Buzandaran Patmut'iunk' (BP), I follow the translation of Garsoian 1989. See 
the introduction to this translation and Baynes 1910 on the value of this source for the reign 
of Valens. The eighth-century Armenian Moses Xorenatc'i is also used, although his material 
is of much lower value (see Thomson 1978, 1-61). 

41. For Jerome in these years, see Kelly 1975, 25-67; Booth 1981. 

42. See the introduction at Whitby and Whitby 1989. 
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emperors and that of their father Gratian. All were guardsmen, but Valens 
was less like his father in that he remained a farmer until quite late into his 
life before turning to the military. This experience sharpened his adminis- 
trative skills, but at the same time it probably dulled his martial prowess. Fi- 
nally, we shall look at the officials both emperors chose to staff their ad- 
ministrations. These included several fellow Pannonians, although their 
numbers and influence have often been exaggerated. More important for 
both Valens and Valentinian were seasoned administrators, especially lawyers, 
whom both kept in office for extremely long tenures. This was particularly 
true of Valens, who relied heavily on his advisors because of his inability to 
speak Greek and his lack of legal and liberal learning. 

In chapter 2, I turn to the revolt of Procopius, a frightening upheaval that 
snatched much of Asia, Bithynia, and Thrace from Valens's control from late 
365 until early 366. Procopius was a relative of Julian's and capitalized on 
his connections to the dynasty of Constantine to win support from a popu- 
lace already aroused to anger by the stiff exactions levied in Valens's early 
years. Valens upset his subjects on other scores as well. His lack of an impe- 
rial pedigree, education, and previous distinction made him vulnerable to 
Procopius's dynastic attacks. In the years that followed Valens's suppression 
of the revolt, both he and his brother made stronger efforts to forge links 
to the Constantinians in order to secure their own dynasty. I also look briefly 
at the way Valens and Valentinian provoked the revolt by their own harsh 
treatment of those who had supported Julian. While it would be wrong to 
see in the Procopius revolt a pagan reaction to the new Christian adminis- 
tration, it is certainly fair to say that Valens had disappointed and even in- 
cited his foes with his ill-timed harshness. This he toned down considerably 
in the immediate aftermath of the uprising. 

Procopius had attempted to enlist a number of Gothic auxiliaries against 
Valens in his unsuccessful bid for power. In chapter 3, we shall see how Valens, 
in consultation with his brother, determined to launch a major expedition 
against the Goths to retaliate for this. In a three-year campaign (367-69), 
Valens succeeded in defeating the Goths but did little significant damage to 
their forces. By the time he arranged a peace in 369, he was thus forced to 
close off what had been a flexible frontier between Goths and Romans along 
the Danube. In so doing, he probably lost the right to draft Gothic auxil- 
iaries into his forces, a serious impediment to his future military plans. I de- 
vote some time to examining further how the ideals of triumphal rulership 
affected Valens's choice to campaign against the Goths. Indeed, there is very 
little evidence to prove that the Goths had done anything so grievous as to 
merita full-scale assault like that undertaken by Valens. Rather, they provided 
a seemingly easy target for an emperor in serious need of a victory to boost 
his flagging reputation in the years after the Procopius revolt. 
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Perhaps the most complex chapter in the book, chapter 4, treats Valens's 
interactions with the peoples of the eastern frontier: the Persians, the Ar- 
menians, the Georgians, the Saracens, and the Isaurians. These peoples 
formed a complicated web of interrelationships, which could only be nego- 
tiated by the most skillful politician and general. To Valens's credit, he ac- 
tually achieved some success—albeit fleeting—in this arena. Valens had been 
left with a shameful and devastating treaty by his predecessor, which ceded 
half of Rome's territorial claims in upper Mesopotamia to the Persian em- 
pire. He used chinks in the wording of that treaty to insinuate his forces back 
into some of the satrapies his predecessor had abandoned and to regain con- 
trol of the Armenian throne. This his generals defended in a successful en- 
gagement against the Persian Shahanshah Shapur in a battle at Bagawan in 
the summer of 371. A truce, more like a peace, was settled, which allowed 
Valens a chance to consolidate his gains. Unfortunately, although Valens's 
court historians Eutropius and Festus bolstered his claims to Armenia and 
upper Mesopotamia with slanted accounts of Roman history, these gains be- 
gan to disintegrate toward the end of his reign, when multiple military crises 
forced Valens to withdraw his forces to other hot spots. This was in part be- 
cause Valens faced other threats in the region, particularly from the Isaurian 
mountaineers, who struck in 367 and again in 375, and the Saracens, who 
completely derailed his efforts to address the Gothic crisis he faced in 377 
and 978. 

Chapter 5 turns from military and political history to the question of re- 
ligion. Proceeding on the assumption— established in chapter 1 and further 
substantiated in chapter 6—that Valens largely followed the lead of his 
brother on internal policy, it presents Valentinian's and Valens's attitudes 
toward pagans as a unified whole. Both emperors were largely indifferent to 
the diversity of religious beliefin their worlds, and both tried primarily to main- 
tain the status quo by privileging Christianity while not attacking paganism. 
Chapter 5 investigates the dramatic magic and treason trials that have of- 
ten been used to brand both emperors as persecutors of pagans. In both 
instances, however, the emperors were attacking “magic,” not paganism as 
such, and even contemporaries regarded their actions—and particularly 
those of Valens—as justified, albeit extreme. I then turn to Christian reli- 
gion to see how Valens differed from his brother, primarily because of the 
differing circumstances in which the two operated. Valentinian maintained 
a detached indifference to the doctrinal debates of his day, a luxury he was 
allowed by the much calmer atmosphere in the churches of the west, where 
he ruled. Valens, by contrast, was forced to clean up the mess Julian had 
created by forcibly applying the doctrines of the Council of Constantino- 
ple (360), which had imposed Homoian Christianity in the east and deposed 
some of the most important Homoiousian bishops there. Having done this, 
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Valens was able to operate with much the same indifference as his brother 
during the middle years of his reign, when he aimed primarily at achieving 
peace and concord in the church. Only at the end of his reign did Valens 
turn to the scorching persecutions that have left him with the reputation of 
a religious persecutor. 

Chapter 6 addresses administrative and economic questions. The tone is 
set with a brief examination of how Valentinian's and Valens's laws can of- 
ten be shown to dovetail perfectly. I examine four areas of administration 
on which both emperors concentrated: eliminating corruption, shoring up 
the fabric of the cities, benefiting the masses, and strengthening agriculture. 
Many of these concerns stemmed from their own agricultural experience, 
and many of their solutions reflect their deep knowledge of household man- 
agement. The same experience and knowledge are reflected in their eco- 
nomic measures. Valentinian and Valens spent the first years of their admin- 
istration crawling out from under the economic problems bequeathed them 
by Julian. Their extreme exactions in this period helped provoke the Pro- 
copius revolt but eventually gave way to policies much more beneficial to the 
taxpaying masses. Valens, in particular, cut the tribute by one-quarter and 
planned even deeper cuts, which he seems not to have been able to imple- 
ment. This was in part because of a major coinage reform that the two under- 
took, which purified the gold and silver coinage to the advantage of their 
subjects, but in the process compromised the already tight money supply. 
Valens, in particular, who felt compelled to abide by his tax cuts, eventually 
had to resort to intensified mining, confiscations, and even the sale of im- 
perial estates to meet expenses. He was thus overjoyed when he learned that 
a group of Goths hoped to enter his empire as soldiers and farmers. These 
would simultaneously provide recruits for his armies, populate his tax rolls 
and allow him to commute his expensive recruitment tax into gold for di- 
version to other necessities. 

This Gothic migration in 376 and the military problems it precipitated 
form the subject of the seventh and final chapter. Valens had good reason 
to believe that his migration scheme could benefit the empire, for he had 
enjoyed previous contact with the group of Goths he planned to import. Un- 
fortunately for the empire, however, he was not well enough aware that these 
Goths were only the first arrivals in the much larger flood of peoples that 
poured across the Danube fleeing the Huns in the years after 375. Thus, 
when Valens's own commanders provoked a revolt among the Goths whom 
he had authorized to enter the empire, these quickly joined forces with other 
migrating Goths, Huns, and Alans to form a nearly invincible if highly volatile 
roving army. Because of his distractions in the east, Valens was unable to move 
against these Goths until the late spring of 378, after already having lost 
significant advance forces sent the previous summer. Valens moved out to 
the city of Adrianople to await reinforcements from his younger western col- 
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league Gratian—Valentinian had died in 375—but he was disappointed in 
his hopes of linking up with a western army. Angry with his impudent nephew 
and determined to win the victory for himself, Valens then plunged his 
troops into the fateful battle of Adrianople, a military disaster that shook 
the foundations of the Roman empire for decades to come, some would say 
forever. Adrianople not only ended Valens's life but sealed his reputation 
as a deeply flawed and tragically failed emperor. I hope to show that this im- 
pression is certainly exaggerated, while avoiding the implication that it is 
entirely wrong. 


Chapter 1 


'The Pannonian Emperors 


THE REVIVAL OF ILLYRIAN EMPERORSHIP 


On the afternoon of June 26, 363, the emperor Julian was pierced through 
the side with a spear in combat.! His troops carried him back to his camp, 
where later that night he died.? There was no time to waste in grieving. Ju- 
lian had been leading his army in retreat north along the Tigris after his 
grandiose expedition into Persia had gone totally wrong. Roman supplies 
were dangerously low, and the Persians had been threatening the faltering 
Roman lines with constant attacks. On the morning of June 27, the coterie 
that had assembled around Julian's deathbed the previous evening convened 
to choose a successor.? The sources agree that these electors consisted of the 
top military commanders and civilian bureaucrats, the consistorium. Ammi- 
anus offers the most detail. He informs us that the group was split along party 
lines: the generals Arinthaeus and Victor led a group of easterners, former 
subordinates of Constantius, who, less than two years earlier, had marched 
against Julian and his Gallic army; opposed to them were the representatives 
of that army, headed by two commanders from Gaul, Nevitta and Dagalaifus. 
In the face of the present danger, the two groups united to offer the empire 
to the revered bureaucrat Saturninius Secundus Sallustius, a Gaul placed 


1. For the date, see Cons. Const. s.a. 363; Soc. 3.21.17; AM 25.3.9, 5.1. See also Chron. Edes. 
s.a. 674 (with month but not year) and Hist. aceph. 4.1, reporting August 19 as the day when 
Julian’s death was announced in Alexandria. 

2. Zos. 3.29.1; AM 25.3.7-10, 15-23. For the time, see AM 25.3.23: “medio noctis horrore"; 
ZOS. 3.29.1: nexpı re VUKTOS uéons. 

3. On the date, see Cons. Const. s.a. 363; AM 25.5.1; Malalas 13.23 (p. 333); Chron. pasch., 
p. 551; cf. Philostorg. 8.1; Soc. 3.22.1; Jer. Chron. s.a. 363. 

4. AM 25.5.1; Zos. 3.30.1; Theod. HE 4.1.1. 
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above partisanship by his equal distinction in east and west and by his unim- 
peachable equanimity. Pleading old age, however, Sallustius declined.? 

As the consistorium continued to debate, Jovian, a primicerius domestico- 
rum, or lieutenant in the corps of the imperial guards—the Protectores 
Domestició—was promoted from outside their circle. Ammianus writes of 
the event in disparaging terms: “During these delays, which were slight con- 
sidering the importance of the matter, before the various judgments had been 
weighed, a few rabble-rousers [tumultuantibus paucis]—as often happens in 
extreme crises— chose an emperor in the person of Jovianus, a commander 
of the household troops.” Later, Ammianus refers to the same men as a “an 
excited throng of camp-followers,” a phrase that drives home the point: Jov- 
ian was foisted onto the consistorium by a small clique of subordinate soldiers.? 
Unfortunately, Ammianus is not entirely clear on precisely which group of 
soldiers this was. A closer look at the new emperor's connections can, how- 
ever, give us some indication. A number of sources report that Jovian was 
promoted above all because of the reputation of his father, Varronian, who 
had held the post of comes domesticorum—or commander of the Protectores 
Domestici—up until 361. Themistius actually said as much to Jovian's face: 
"[T]he kingship was owed to you even before because of your father's virtue 
(matpwas pev aperis €vekev)."? Jovian’s father-in-law, Lucillianus, had also 
served as comes domesticorum in the early 350s." 

The most obvious group to have been aware of Varronian's virtues—and 
thus Jovian's—were, then, the Protectores Domestici. Itis thus entirely rea- 
sonable to assume that they nominated the new emperor. This conjecture 
gains credibility when we consider that the Protectores Domestici had am- 
ple motives for promoting one of their own. Together with the Scholae 
Palatinae, they formed a sizeable body of elite guardsmen,—by the mid 
fourth century, their combined total reached several thousand men—and 


5. AM 25.5.3, on which see Lenski 2000, 496 n. 19. 

6. Amm. 25.5.4: "domesticorum ordinis primus"; cf. 25.5.8; Eutr. 10.17; Jer. Chron. s.a. 363; 
Them. Or. 5.66b; cf. Jord. Rom. 305; Joh. Ant. fr. 179. 

7. AM 25.5.4. 

8. AM 25.5.8: “turbine concitato calonum." 

9. Further sources are discussed in Lenski 2000, which argues against those who have ques- 
tioned Ammianus's credibility on this event, e.g., Haehling 1977; Wirth 1984, 355-57; Bren- 
necke 1988, 160-61; Barnes 1998, 138-42. Esp. useful are Theod. HE 4.1.1-2; Malalas 
13.23-25 (pp. 334-35); cf. Chron. pasch., pp. 551—52, which support Ammianus's version of 
events. Indeed, Them. Or. 9.124d-125a, and Symm. Or. 1.8 already confirm Ammianus's 
account. 

10. Or. 5.65b; cf. AM 25.5.4; Epit. 44; Eutr. 10.17; Joh. Ant. fr. 181; Zon. 13.14. 

11. On Lucillianus, see PLRE I, Lucillianus 3, esp. AM 14.11.14. On Varronian as comes 
domesticorum, see Zos. 3.30.1 with AM 25.5.4 and Zon. 13.14. See also Lenski 2000, 507 n. 89, 
contra Woods 19952, 43, 53-54, who argues that Varronian was rather comes Iovianorum et 
Herculianorum. 
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both divisions were commanded by the comes domesticorum.'* Because the 
Protectores Domestici had been heavily involved in the plot that resulted 
in the execution of Julian’s half-brother Gallus in 354 under Constantius 
II, however, Julian reduced their ranks to a mere rump when he became 
Augustus. ! This would have been devastating to these ambitious climbers, 
for normally a posting to the guards led to important promotions within 
five years.!* Moreover, Jovian’s family had suffered directly from Julian’s 
wrath. His father-in-law Lucillianus, who as comes domesticorum had been im- 
plicated in Gallus’s execution, was forced into retirement.? And his father 
Varronian, who had subsequently been Constantius's comes domesticorum, 
also saw his career cut short by Julian.!? It is thus reasonable to assume that 
Julian’s cuts provoked a response among the remaining or former guards 
that led them to agitate for their corps after the emperor’s death. It was ap- 
parently they who foisted Jovian—the poster boy for their plight—on the 
consistorium. 

Jovian was hardly the first protector to ascend the throne: Diocletian, Con- 
stantius I, Maximin Daia, and the mid-fourth-century pretenders Magnen- 
tius and Marcellus had all served as protectores as well. Indeed, prior to the 
rise of Constantine the pattern of selecting guardsmen for emperor had been 
quite pronounced. With the death of the last Constantinian dynast in 363, 
the pattern was once again resumed when the upper tiers of the imperial 
apparatus gave way, leaving the imperial guards to fill the throne.!” Nor do 
the similarities with late-third-century patterns of imperial election stop here. 
Jovian was not just an imperial guardsman, he was an Illyrian, from Singi- 
dunum (Belgrade) in Moesia Superior.!® Since the mid third century, Il- 
lyricum had been the prime cradle of emperorship; even the house of Con- 
stantine, which had become international with the assumption of empire, 
originated in this region. Moreover, it can be said that Illyrians and guards- 
men were in many ways synonymous. Illyrians constituted far and away the 
most common ethnic group from which Protectores were drawn through the 


12. Not. dign. or. 11.4—10, 15; oc. 9.4—8, 13. On the Protectores, see Mommsen 1884; A. H. M. 
Jones 1964, 53; 636-40; Diesner 1968; Frank 1969, 81-97; Matthews 1989, 74-79. On the 
Scholae Palatinae, see Mommsen 1889, 230-34; A. H. M. Jones 1964, 613-14; Frank 1969; Hoff- 
mann 1969-70, 1.279-303; Woods 1997; Barlow and Brennan 2001. For the de facto command 
of the comes domesticorum over the Scholares, see Frank 1969, 88-90, and Lenski 2000, 502-3. 

13. CTh 6.24.1 (Aug. 18, 362), with Lenski 2000, 504-5. Julian seems to have had this re- 
duction in mind several months earlier, as indicated at Pan. Lat. 3[11].24.7. 

14. E.g., P Abinn. 1.9-10; ILS 2781-83, 2788; cf. Lenski 2000, 504. 

15. AM 21.9.5-10.1; cf. 25.8.9. On Lucillianus's dealings with Gallus, see AM 14.11.14. 

16. AM 25.5.4, with Lenski 2000, 507. 

17. Sivan 1996 has argued that Theodosius was also promoted by an army clique, although 
not the Protectores Domestici. A different assessment is offered at Errington 1996a. 

18. On Jovian's birthplace, see Epit. 44.1. Alfóldi 1952, 13, and Soraci 1968, 23, also be- 
lieve that Jovian's promoters were Illyrian. 
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Figure 1. Jovian ensures the SECVRITAS 
REIPVBLICAE. Solidus of Sirmium, RIC 
8.393.111. Courtesy American Numismatic 
Society. 





third and fourth centuries.!? Thus, when the consistorium was presented with 
a guardsman and an Illyrian in Jovian, they must have recognized that in 
some sense they were faced with an inevitability. 

There was no time to celebrate Jovian's proclamation. He and his army 
trudged north along the Tigris and, after further skirmishes and four days 
of marching without supplies, came to a place called Dura.?? There, faced 
with exhaustion and the prospect of annihilation, Jovian was forced to agree 
to a devastating treaty that ceded to Persia much of Roman Mesopotamia, 
including the impregnable city of Nisibis.?! This agreement brought to an 
end the military nightmare that Julian's expedition had become. Jovian's 
men scuttled across the Tigris and began a very slow retreat to Antioch, which 
they first reached only in October of 363.7? Jovian was aware that his posi- 
tion as emperor was far from secure and that under the circumstances, pro- 
paganda was extremely important to his success. Already at Ur, shortly after 
crossing the Tigris, the new emperor had sent forth a legation to announce 
his election in the west.? Ammianus tells us that they were commanded to 
test support for the new emperor and to put the best light on the disastrous 
treaty with which he had inaugurated his reign. Their success is apparent in 
the milestones we find proclaiming Jovian VICTOR AC TRIUMFATOR as far 
afield as Africa.?* We also find Jovian's coins produced in most of the mints 
of the empire, proclaiming SECURITAS REIPUBLICAE and VICTORIA RO- 
MANORUM (figs. 1 and 2).?* 

The dissonance between propaganda and reality was not lost on the An- 


19. See Lenski 2000, 509. 

20. AM 25.6.1-9; Zos. 3.30.2-4. 

21. On the treaty of 363, see pp. 161-67. 

22. AM 25.8.2-3. Jovian is attested in Antioch from October 22, see CTh 10.19.2; cf. Theoph. 
a.m. 5856: unvi Örepßeperaiw. See also AM 25.10.1, 4; Zos. 3.3.4.3, 35.3; Zon. 19.14; Soc. 3.26.1. 

23. AM 25.8.8-12. Zos. 3.33.1, 35.1-2 offers an extremely confused account of this lega- 
tion, on which see Paschoud 2.1:235 n. 103. 

24. On African milestones, see AE 1981, 905b; CIL 8.4647, 10266, 10237, 10472. On mile- 
stones in Italy, see CIL 5.8037 = ILS 757; CIL 9.6057; 10.6844. 

25. RIC8.196 (Lyon); 229-31 (Arles); 304-5 (Rome); 338 (Aquileia); 381 (Siscia); 393-94 
(Sirmium); 242-45 (Thessalonica); 438-39 (Heraclea); 463-65 (Constantinople); 484-85 
(Nicomedia); 501 (Cyzicus); 532-33 (Antioch); 546 (Alexandria). It is interesting that no coins 
are known for Trier (169). Cf. Ehling 1996. 
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Figure 2. Jovian proclaims 
VICTORIA ROMANORVM. RIC 
8.465.176. Aes of Constantinople. 
Courtesy American Numismatic 
Society. 





tiochenes, with whom Jovian spent the last days of October. These lampooned 
the new emperor and his army with insults, graffiti, and famosi—nameless 
bills circulated against him. Hecklers are reported to have posted notices 
like the following paraphrase of Odysseus's insult to the low-born Thersytes: 


So help me if I don't take you and strip off your dear clothing, 
your mantle and tunic that cover the bits of which you are ashamed, 
and send you straight back to the Persians howling!?® 


This eastern disdain of the upstart Illyrian would reecho in similar bills 
posted against his Illyrian successor Valens just two years later. The animosity 
it reflected was not, however, a simple matter of prejudice but above all of 
fear. The memory of the Persian attacks on Antioch in the third century 
was still very much alive.?’ By amputating half of the Roman defenses in the 
east, Jovian had rekindled anxieties and violated the prime mandate of all 
fourth-century emperors, the maintenance of territorial security.” The 
anger this generated in Antioch became so fevered that Jovian is reported 
to have ordered the burning of the library recently established there by Ju- 
lian.” Further pandemonium was on the verge of breaking out when Jov- 
ian’s prefect Sallustius, the boon companion of Julian, intervened and re- 
minded Jovian how crucial it was for him to continue west in order to secure 
his shaky hold on the throne.” After only a month in Antioch, in the midst 


26. Suid. I 401; cf. ® 64 and Joh. Ant. fr. 181. The hexameters adapt Il. 2.261-63, a 
passage with obvious relevance to an emperor whose claims to the throne were regarded as 
presumptuous. 

27. For sources on the third-century sacks of Antioch, see Dodgeon and Lieu 1991, 51-54. 
For analysis and dating, see Potter 1990, 290-97; 300-303. On the ongoing fear of a Persian 
invasion in the fourth-century east, see Them. Or. 4.562; Lib. Or. 12.71—72; 24.38. 

28. Joh. Ant. fr. 181; AM 25.9.3—5; Zos. 3.34.1-3. 

29. Joh. Ant. fr. 181; Suid. / 401 with Downey 1961, 398-99; Petit 1955, 227. Wirth 1984, 
381-83, offers a much different assessment. 

30. The anger lived on in Antioch. When news of Jovian's death reached the city, its in- 
habitants rioted and devastated the estates of Datianus, whose career Jovian had recently re- 
vived, Lib. Ep. 1184, 1186, 1259. 
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of blustery November weather, Jovian left the city. He hoped to reach Con- 
stantinople with his army and then continue to his native Illyricum, which 
he no doubt planned to mine to fill the ranks of his administration and army 
with friends.?! 

By late December, he had reached Galatian Ancyra (Ankara). There, on 
January 1, Themistius met him and delivered a speech on the occasion of 
his first consulship.?? Jovian shared the honor with his son, a boy named af- 
ter his grandfather Varronian. The younger Varronian, still an infant, put 
up a rather unpropitious fuss when he was forced to sit on a curule chair in 
keeping with the solemnity of the ceremony.?? The consulship was probably 
a preparation for the child's proclamation as co-emperor, which would have 
helped secure the fragile new dynasty.*4 Before this could take place, how- 
ever, Jovian was dead. He had continued on from Ancyra despite the winter 
weather. When he reached the road station of Dadastana, about 100 miles 
to the west, the emperor went to bed and never reawakened.* Although a 
few contemporaries speculate about conspiracy, it seems likely that he suf- 
focated in the night when a smoky brazier leached toxic fumes from the newly 
painted walls of his bedchamber.?? 

For the second time in less than a year, the empire was without an em- 
peror, although not quite without a dynasty. When the next emperors came 


31. AM 25.10.4: "flagrante hieme die"; Epit. 44.4: “hieme aspera”; Suid. I 401: xeuuwvos 
óvros ; cf. Malalas 13.28 (p. 337); Joh. Ant. fr. 181; Chron. pasch., pp. 554-55; Theod. HE 4.5.1. 
Eutr. 10.17 alone records that Jovian hoped to reach Illyricum. 

32. On the speech, Or. 5, see Vanderspoel 1995, 137-54; Errington 2000, 873-78. Jovian 
is attested at Ancyra on December 28 at CJ 1.40.5, with Seeck, Regesten, 84. 

33. AM 25.10.11; cf. 25.10.17. Contrast the optimism of Them. Or. 5.64d-65a and 71b, 
where Themistius calls the boy: róv év dykdàais Ümarov, Tov ék roO acto marpulovra dn; 
cf. Sabbah 1978, 358-59; Vanderspoel 1995, 153. See also Philostorg. 8.8; Theoph. a.m. 5856. 
Zon. 13.14 confuses grandfather and grandson when he asserts that the boy failed to reach Jov- 
ian in time to see him as emperor. Soc. 3.26.2-3 wrongly locates Jovian's assumption of the 
consulate in Dadastana, but he alone tells us that Themistius was present to deliver the con- 
sular address, along with “others of the senatorial order.” 

34. See p. go. 

35. On Dadastana’s location, see It. Ant. p. 92 (Cuntz). 

36. Eutr. 10.18, our best source given that he was probably present, offers three explana- 
tions: (1) the vapors from the newly painted walls; (2) the fumes of the brazier; and (3) overeat- 
ing. AM 25.10.13 repeats these. They also appear in different combinations at Soz. 6.6.1 (1 
and 3); Philostorg. 8.8 (1); Jer. Chron. s.a. 364 (1 and 3); Ep. 60.16 (2); Prosper Chron. 1125 (1 
and 3); Oros. 7.31.3 (1); Jord. Rom. 306 (1). Soc. 3.26.3 reports that Jovian died of an illness 
caused by an obstruction. Four sources contend that he was poisoned: Joh. Chrys. In Epist. ad 
Philipp. Hom. 15.5 (PG62.295) (in his drink); Joh. Ant. fr. 181 (poison mushrooms); Cedrenus 
P. 540; Zon. 13.14 (either poison mushrooms or 1 and 2 above). No cause is reported at Ruf. 
HE 11.1; Theod. HE 4.5.1; Zos. 3.35.3; Chron. pasch., p. 539; Cons. Const. s.a. 364; Malalas 13.28 
(p. 337); Theoph. a.m. 5856; Chron. pasch., p. 555. Julian Mis. 340d-342a reports that he al- 
most suffered the same fate in Gaul. 
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to power, they granted the title divus to their predecessor and buried his body 
in Constantine's imperial mausoleum in Constantinople, the church of Holy 
Apostles.’ Nevertheless, while paying their respects to their fellow Illyrian, 
Valentinian and Valens carefully disposed of any possible threat posed by the 
minor remnants of dynasty Jovian had left behind. Jovian's father, Varron- 
ian, apparently died before he could reach his son to congratulate him on 
his accession.?? Jovian's wife, Charito, survived into the reign of Theodosius, 
but John Chrysostom tells us that she lived in constant fear for her own life 
and the life of her son.?? Her fears were not groundless, for although the 
boy Varronian was spared, his eye was gouged out to ensure he could never 
assume the throne.* The budding imperial family was thus pruned back to 
harmless sterility. 

Jovian’s death fell on February 17, 364.*! The following day, the army ad- 
vanced from the tiny statio of Dadastana to the metropolis of Nicaea. Once 
there, the top commanders and civilian officials met once again to choose 
a successor.? This time not only were the circumstances not so volatile, but 
also, it would seem, the consistory was better prepared to satisfy the ranks 
of the guards. A number of candidates were debated, most of them with 
qualifications remarkably similar to those of Jovian. Sallustius was once again 
offered the throne and once again declined.* Three more candidates came 


97. Eutr. 10.18: *benignitate principum, qui ei successerunt, inter Divos relatus est." Cf. 
CTh 1.6.2: “Divo Ioviano et Varroniano consul (ibus).” The title was standard even after the Chris- 
tianization of the empire and continued to be conferred down to Anastasius (see Cagnat 1914, 
171). For Jovian's burial at Holy Apostles, see Philostorg. 8.8; Zon. 13.14; AM 20.1.3; cf. Gri- 
erson 1962, 3 and 42. 

38. AM 25.10.16. 

39. Joh. Chrys. Ad vid. iun. 4 (a. 380/81): ý ev maida Exovoa Öpbavov Tpeneı Kal couce 
un Tıs a)rÓv TOv Kparovvrav doBw T&v meAAovrwv dveAn must refer to Charito. The only 
source for Jovian's wife's name is Zon. 13.14. 

40. Joh. Chrys. In epist. ad Philip. 15.5 (PG 62.295): kal 6 vids aur@ Tov ójaAuóv EEwpurrero 
boBw Tov meAAovrw, oddev Nınnkas. Philostorg. 8.8 reports that Varronian was the elder of 
two sons, but no other source confirms this. Note that Licinius did much the same with Max- 
imin Daia’s family (Lactant. De mort. pers. 50.5-6). 

41. Different dates are reported in the sources, but Feb. 17 is the most reliable. It is found 
at Eutr. 10.18; AM 26.1.5 with 14; Soc. 3.26.5; 4.1.1. cf. Seeck, Regesten 214. 

42. On the location of Valentinian's election, see AM 26.1.3 with 7; 30.7.4; Zos. 3.36.3—4.1.2; 
Eunap. Hist. fr. 31 (Blockley); Soc. 4.1.1; Soz. 6.6.2; Jer. Chron. s.a. 364; Prosper Chron. 1125; 
Cons. Const. s.a. 364; Philostorg. 8.8; Pass. Artemii 70; Zon. 13.14; Chron. pasch., p. 555; Oros. 
7.32.1. 

43. Zos. 3.36.1-2 and Zon. 13.14 report that Sallustius was offered the purple after Jov- 
ian's death, and that when he declined it, it was offered to his son and again declined. Paschoud 
2.1: 210-2; 238-39, and Neri 1985b, 157 n. 19, argue that Sallustius was considered twice. Nei- 
ther notice Them. Or. 9.125a, which may clench the case for Sallustius's candidacy in 364 (cf. 
Maisano 1995, 418 n. 22). PLRE I makes no mention of Sallustius's son but Lib. Ep. 1467 ap- 
pears to refer to him. 
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up in turn, all of them, like Jovian, Illyrians, and two of them junior com- 
manders in the imperial guards.“ The first of these, Aequitius, was then serv- 
ing as tribune of the Prima Schola Scutariorum, a unit of the Scholares. When 
he was rejected as too boorish, an in-law of Jovian’s named Ianuarius was 
proposed. He too was quickly passed over, because he was then in Illyricum, 
too far to summon quickly. Finally, they settled on Valentinian, a native of 
Cibalae in Pannonia.* Like Jovian, Valentinian caught people's attention as 
the son of a distinguished Illyrian commander and former protector domesti- 
cus.” Also like Jovian, Valentinian was himself serving in the imperial guard, 
as tribune of the Secunda Schola Scutariorum.*? 

Valentinian had joined Jovian's father-in-law on his mission into Gaul and 
had, remarkably, survived the mutiny of Julian's supporters there. This good 
fortune had won him his tribuneship from Jovian and no doubt numbered 
among his qualifications for empire. Like Jovian, Valentinian represented 
the middle ranks of the soldiers. He was a man with considerable military 
experience,“ but he had not yet advanced far enough to pose a threat to ei- 
ther of the factions bickering over Julian's successor. Several sources, fol- 
lowing Eunapius, report that Valentinian won special recommendation from 
his rival candidate the praetorian prefect Sallustius, and Philostorgius indi- 
cates that the patrician Datianus, a close ally of Jovian's, and the generals 
Arinthaeus and Dagalaifus supported him as well.?? All probably realized that, 
as in Jovian's case, the election of an Illyrian and a guardsman was some- 
thing ofan inevitability. Valentinian was chosen as a man remarkably like his 
predecessor, although, unlike his predecessor, he was promoted by the con- 
sistorium rather than the guards themselves. 

Valentinian was an ideal candidate, but for the fact that he was at Ancyra, 


44- AM 26.1.4-5. 

45. On Valentinian's election, see Heering 1927, 12-18; Straub 1939, 15-17; Nagl, "Vt.," 
2161-63; Alföldi 1952, 10-12; Soraci 1971, 29-34; Tomlin 1973, 23-34; Fasolino 1976, 7-12; 
Neri 1985b; Matthews 1989, 188-89. 

46. AM 30.7.4: "cuius [Gratiani] meritis Valentinianus ab ineunte adulescentia com- 
mendabilis.” 

47. On Valentinian's rank, see AM 25.10.9; 26.1.5; Jer. Chron. s.a. 364; Prosper Chron. 1125; 
cf. Oros. 7.32.2; Jord. Rom. 307. Scholares often had very close access to the emperor and his 
court; see AM 16.12.2; 29.1.6; 31.10.93, 20. 

48. AM 30.7.11: *usuque castrensis negotii diuturno firmatus"; Soc. 4.1.2: rd&ıw dé 
oTpaTuoTGV Eyxapıoanevos, Tov Erredeitaro Tdv Takrıkav Emornumv; Soz. 6.6.2: dvöpa 
dyabov Kat rs Yyenovias d£wov; Theod. HE 4.6.1. Cf. Symm. Or. 1.2: “privatae hoc industriae 
tuae debes, quod te dignum reddidit principatu." 

49. On Sallustius, see Philostorg. 8.8; Suid. 2/64; Malalas 13.29 (p. 338); Chron. pasch., p. 
555; Zon. 13.14; cf. AM 26.2.1. On Datianus, Arinthaeus and Dagalaifus, see Philostorg. 8.8. 
Valentinian sent messengers to Rome that May ordering a statue to be dedicated to Sallustius 
pleno aequitatis ac fidei (CIL 6.1729 = ILS 1254). This was probably in thanks for his role in help- 
ing Valentinian to secure the throne. 
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some 160 kilometers from the imperial entourage.” After the consistorium had 
made its choice, a messenger was quickly dispatched to fetch him, and a group 
of fellow Pannonians went to work enlisting support among the ranks in the 
days before he arrived.?! Within a week, Valentinian had reached Nicaea, as 
it happened on the bisextile day—leap year—an inauspicious time for such 
beginnings.?? There was no hurry, as there had been the summer before, and 
Valentinian wisely postponed his proclamation. The following day, February 
25,95 a tribunal was erected and Valentinian ascended it and received the pur- 
ple robe and diadem. In keeping with the protocols of late antique ceremony, 
he was acclaimed unanimously by the assembled troops and, at some point, 
was probably raised on a shield by some of them. Following the custom, the 
event culminated in his delivery of a prepared adlocutio, during which he 
promised the usual accession donative of one solidus and a pound of silver 
to each of the soldiers.” Such were the formalities of imperial proclamation.?® 

In this case, however, when the new emperor began to speak, the soldiers 
grew restless and demanded that he appoint a co-Augustus. The fourth-cen- 
tury empire was large and dangerous, too much so to be governed by one 
man. The troops knew this well. In a period ofless than a year, Julian's fool- 
hardy charge to his death and Jovian's freak suffocation had taught them 
how fragile a thing an emperor could be.?’ Prior to that, they had witnessed, 


50. AM 20.1.5. Jord. Rom. 307 wrongly states that Valentinian was acting as tribune in 
Nicomedia. 

51. AM 26.1.6. 

52. Nicaea capitalized on its good fortune as the place of Valentinian's promotion by per- 
suading the emperor to assert its status as metropolis, a coup that greatly bothered its rival Nico- 
media. This we learn from two laws preserved in the Acts of the Council of Chalcedon (Actio 
XIV.27-30: Schwartz ACOI.3.61 [420]), one datable to February 364, and both previously un- 
noticed—even by Pergami 1993. 

53. On Valentinian's dies Imperii, see AM 26.1.7, 2.1—2; Cons. Const. s.a. 364; Soc. 4.1.1 with 
Heering 1927, 13-15; Tomlin 1973, app. 2. Contrast Seeck, Regesten, 214 (Feb. 26) followed 
by Chastagnol 1987, 255. Pass. Artemii 70 wrongly states that the empire remained without an 
emperor for forty days. 

54. AM 26.2.2-4; cf. Symm. Or. 1.7-10. Symm. Or. 1.10 (cf. AM 26.2.6) indicates that Valen- 
tinian initially resisted the appointment, but this can be dismissed as a topos (Beranger 1948; 
Straub 1939, 62-63). On Valentinian's acclamation by the troops and its unanimity, cf. AM 
26.1.5, 2.6—7, 11, 4.3, 27.6.6; Them. Or. 9.124d-125a; Philostorg. 8.8; Soz. 6.6.7; Soc. 4.1.1; 
Theod. HE 4.6.2; Oros. 7.32.1. On the shield, see Philostorg. 8.8; cf. AM 20.4.17. For accla- 
mations in late Roman ceremonial, see Roueché 1984; Matthews 2000, 35-49. 

55. AM 26.2.6-10; Philostorg. 8.8; Soz. 6.6.8; Theod. HE 4.6.2; Zon. 13.15. On the acces- 
sion donative, see AM 26.2.10; cf. 26.8.6 with Bastien 1988; Kent 1956, 192-24. The most com- 
plete account of the ceremony of late Roman imperial accessions comes at Const. Porph. De 
caeremoniis 1.91795 (PG 112.745-69, esp. § 91, Leo's election). 

56. Straub 1939, 7-35; MacCormack 1981, 160-266, esp. 196-205. 

57. AM 26.2.3-4: "multitudinis... documento recenti fragilitatem pertimescentis sub- 
limium fortunarum"; Zos. 4.1.2: u) Tada madoev ois emt THs IovAavoO mevnovdaoı eAevrijs . 
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notto say sanctioned, a phenomenon that had recurred time and again since 
the third century: usurpation. Julian's unsanctioned assumption of full power 
as Augustus in the west while Constantius was occupied in the east had 
brought the two halves of the empire to the brink of mutual annihilation. If 
properly engineered, however, shared power could stave off similar conflicts 
in the future. Moreover, by 364, shared rule had been common for over a 
century, some would say two. Only the three-year period under Julian and 
Jovian had significantly interrupted this pattern in the past seventy years.’® 
The troops thus insisted that Valentinian appoint a co-ruler. Ammianus 
records his response: 


The task that was placed in your hands before a fashioner of empire was cho- 
sen, you carried out expediently and gloriously. Now I ask you to listen calmly 
while I explain in simple words what I think is best for us all. That to meet all 
chances, necessity demands the choice ofa colleague with common powers . . . 
I neither doubt nor dispute. . . . But with all our strength we must strive for 
concord .. . and this will easily be attained, if your forebearance, combined 
with fairness, willingly allows me what belongs to my position.?? 


Nothing better illustrates the power of the military in influencing the cre- 
ation of fourth-century emperors. Although the decision rested with Valen- 
tinian, he could not refuse the request. Nor did he try. 

On the same day he was proclaimed, Valentinian assembled his chief mar- 
shals and ministers to consult on the issue. Most were reluctant to speak, but 
Dagalaifus, the comes domesticorum, broke the silence with gnomic frankness: 
"If you love your relatives, most excellent emperor, you have a brother; if it 
is the state that you love, seek out another man to invest." Valentinian had 
to restrain his anger at this insult to his only sibling, Valens. Moreover, it be- 
came clear immediately that he did not intend to follow Dagalaifus's advice. 
The day after his election, Valentinian moved the army to Nicomedia, where 
he promoted Valens to the post of tribunus stabuli—tribune of the imperial 
stable—on March 1.9! This post put Valens close to the emperor while he 
waited in the wings to be appointed. Valentinian must have known that his 
own election represented a compromise. The factions formed around the 
courts of Julian and Constantius had used him as a candidate who, as a sol- 
dier would satisfy the ranks, but as a junior officer would pose little threat 


58. Seeck, Untergang, 5; Valensi 1957, 102-6; Pabst 1986, passim. 

59. AM 26.2.7-8. This vox recurs in the Eunapian source tradition as well, cf. Philostorg. 
8.8; Zon. 13.15. See also Soz. 6.6.8, who also used Eunapius (Schoo 1911, 80-83), and was fol- 
lowed by Theod. HE 4.6.2. The same incident may also be referred to at Eunap. Hist. fr. 31 
(Blockley) and Symm. Or. 1.9 (cf. Pabst 1989, 188-89). The implications are thoughtfully treated 
at Neri 1985b, 169-74. 

60. AM 26.4.1; cf. Cedrenus p. 541. 

61. AM 26.4.2. 
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to rivals in the highest echelons. Valentinian knew better than to upset this 
precarious balance once he was emperor by choosing a colleague from one 
faction or another. What Valentinian needed was a junior partner, someone 
whom he could trust with power and, above all, whom he could control. 
Valens would fit the bill perfectly. 

From Nicomedia, Valentinian continued to Constantinople. There the 
usual embassies poured in, bearing congratulations and crown gold (aurum 
coronarium), some of which had initially been sent to honor Jovian. But 
Valentinian did not bask in this glory alone for long, for before the winter 
was out, he moved to appoint his brother as colleague. On March 28, one 
month after his own election when reckoned by Roman time, Valentinian 
set out with his brother for the Hebdomon, seven miles west of the city, 
This was the site of the imperial military camp, a place that after this date 
would become the standard locus of Byzantine imperial proclamations.” 
Once again to the unanimous acclamation of the troops, Valentinian hailed 
his brother not as Caesar but as Augustus. He had probably learned from 
Constantius's difficulties with the Caesars Gallus and Julian that restricting 
the power of imperial colleagues could be more dangerous than sharing full 
dominion. Because he trusted Valens and assumed his brother's subordina- 
tion to himself, he willingly granted full powers.9? Valentinian placed a dia- 


62. On Valentinian's journey to Constantinople, see AM 26.4.3; Zos. 4.1.2; Theoph. Chron. 
a.m. 5856; Philostorg. 8.8; Soc. 4.1.4; Soz. 6.6.9. On crown gold, see p. 289 . 

63. I accept Ammianus's account, although the sources in fact give two dates: (1) quintum 
Kalendas Aprilis, thirty days after Valentinian's election (AM 26.4.3; cf. Soc. 4.1.4), and (2): die 
III k. Apr. (Cons. Consp. s.a. 364; cf. Chron. pasch., p. 556). Pass. Artemii 70 mistakenly offers: 
Tfj mpo mevre kaAavódiv napriav and tells us that Valens's election occurred thirty-two days af- 
ter Valentinian's. Malalas 13.29 (p. 338) wrongly offers: uyi dmpıAiw mpcjrm. Seeck, Untergang, 
6, first noted that Valens and Valentinian were both proclaimed on the same day one month 
apart, “ante diem quintum." On the location, see Cons. Const. s.a. 364: "in miliario VII”; Chron. 
pasch., p. 556: év ro ‘EBöouw; cf. AM 26.4.3: “in suburbanum"; Them. Or. 6.82a: eis 76 
TpoaoTeloV. 

64. Dagron 1972, 87-8; 100-101. Themistius was especially concerned to promote his na- 
tive Constantinople by emphasizing the role it played in Valens’s election (see Or. 6.82a, 9.128b, 
11.150d, 13.1682). Valens himself referred to Constantinople as the “mother of emperorship” 
(urep ns Baoukeias; cf. Them. Or. 6.82d), apparently alluding to his own election there. The 
proclamation of co-emperors in military camps had been standard since the third century, and 
the practice stretched back before that (cf. Straub 1939, 17-21). 

65. AM 26.4.3. On Valentinian's and Valens’s equal powers, see Them. Or. 6.76a-b; Symm. 
Or. 1.11-13. For additional sources on Valens's proclamation, see Them. Or. 9.128b; AM 30.7.4, 
9.2; Zos. 4.1.2; Philostorg. 8.8; Jer. Chron. s.a. 364; Prosper Chron. 1125; Theoph. a.m. 5856; 
Zon. 13.15; Oros. 7.32.4; Epit. 45.4; Jord. Rom. 307; Soz. 6.6.9; Ruf. HE 11.2; Theod. HE 4.6.3. 
For secondary work, see Köhler 1925, 8-13; Nagl, "Val.," 2097-98; Fasolino 1976, 13-18; Pabst 
1986, 56-7; 1989, 208-18; Matthews 1989, 190. 

66. Zos. 4.1.2: moróra Tov abr@ vro Hynoduevos €oeodaı; cf. AM 30.7.4; Symm. Or. 1.11. 
AM 27.6.16 stresses the irregularity of appointing a co-Augustus, but ignores the third-century 
precedents stretching up to Diocletian's appointment of Maximian. On Valentinian's reasons 
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dem on Valens's head and probably reaffirmed the promise of a donative to 
the troops, which he had not yet fulfilled." The ceremony culminated in 
Valentinian's acceptance of his brother into his imperial chariot and their 
joint procession back into the city. This sign of Valens's new status would have 
been readily understood by contemporaries.9? Valentinian was displaying his 
brother as a full sharer in his power. Themistius evoked the scene a year later 
when he told Valens, *Having gone out to the suburb a king and a private 
citizen, you returned shortly as a double-yoke chariot of emperors (Evvwpis 
avrorparopwv).” €? 

During their sojourn in the eastern capital, Valentinian and Valens fell 
sick with fever. Their illnesses were serious enough that when they recovered, 
they initiated a series of investigations into the cause of their infirmity un- 
der the direction of two Pannonian compatriots, Ursacius and Viventius. Am- 
mianus tells us that their inquests revealed no wrongdoing, but that the em- 
perors used them to stir up resentment against Julian’s confidants, as if they 
had caused the fever through sorcery.” In a related account, Zosimus, rely- 
ing on Eunapius, tells us that Valentinian’s suspicions were laid to rest by the 
mitigating influence of Sallustius." The Eunapian tradition even reports that 
Sallustius himself fell under suspicion and was temporarily dismissed. More 
than likely, this anticipates the temporary dismissal of Sallustius, which Am- 
mianus locates a year later.7? In fact, the letters of Libanius from the period 
indicate that, at least in 364, Sallustius was still able to mollify the zeal of the 
new emperors against Julian's friends." How far he was successful is difficult 
to gauge. Ammianus implies that the investigations ended for lack of cred- 
ible evidence. Even so, we shall see that a number of sources report prose- 


for choosing Valens as full Augustus, see Köhler 1925, 9-10; Heering 1927, 16-18; Matthews 
1989, 190; Pabst 1989, 208-14. 

67. See pp. 290-91. 

68. AM 26.4.3. Ammianus (16.10.12) tells us that Constantius refused the privilege of riding 
in the imperial chariot to any but emperors. Thus he granted the right to Julian on his accession 
in 355, AM 15.8.17. Cf. Pan. Lat. 10 [2].13.2 and 11 [3].11.3 of Diocletian and Maximian. 

69. Them. Or. 6.822; cf. 84a and the much greater elaboration of this metaphor at 76a-b, 
esp.: GAN dyovow dudw rois. atrais nviaıs. See Them. Or. 5.64d, 15.198b for the same rhetoric. 

70. AM 26.4.4. Them. Or. 6.72b-c seems to confirm that the investigations ended without 
bloodshed. On the illness, see Köhler 1925, 12; Nagl, “Vt.,” 2166-67; Clauss 1981, 73. On Valen- 
tinian's and Valens’s recovery, see Seeck, Regesten,109. 

71. Zos. 4.1.1. Zosimus differs from Ammianus in reporting that Valentinian alone fell ill 
while still in Nicaea. His account is apparently confused although he does share with Ammi- 
anus the contention that the fever was believed to be caused by the sorcery of Julian's friends; 
cf. 4.2.1—4. On these passages, see Paschoud 2.2:331 n. 106-7. 

72. Zos. 4.2.4; Suid. 2/64; contrast Chron. pasch., p. 556; Zon. 13.15. See the discussion at 
Paschoud 2.2:333 n. 109, which argues against PLRE’s acceptance of Zosimus. On Sallustius’s 
dismissal, see p. 106 above. 


78. See p. 105. 
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cutions against Julian's former officials."* Times were tense, even if the ten- 
sion had not yet reached a breaking point. 

Sometime in the spring, Valentinian and Valens left Constantinople for 
the west. They are attested in the city as late as April 364, but by May 8, they 
had reached Adrianople (Edirne),” and they continued at a measured pace 
to the city of Naissus (Niš) in Moesia.” Outside that city, at a villa called Me- 
diana, where they are attested in a law of June 8, the two emperors split the 
army between them," along lines that had existed before Julian marched 
east in 361: Julian's former troops and commanders from the west were as- 
signed to Valentinian, while Valens received Constantius's former eastern 
troops and generals. From Naissus, the paired Augusti moved on to Sirmium 
(Sremska Mitrovica), the capital of their home province of Pannonia Se- 
cunda, which they had reached by July. There they split the administrative 
personnel along similar lines, with westerners tending to fall to Valentinian 
and easterners to Valens."? At Sirmium, they also divided the jurisdictions of 
the empire. Zosimus provides the fullest description: “Valentinian decided 
to divide up the empire with his brother and to hand over to him the east 
as far as Egypt and Bithynia and Thrace. Having assigned himself the cities 
in Illyria, he crossed over to Italy and reserved for his own jurisdiction the 
cities there together with the trans-Alpine provinces, Spain, Britain and the 
whole of Libya.”” 

The only peculiarity in Zosimus's notice is his use of the word “Libya” to 
describe the limit of Valentinian's jurisdiction in North Africa. With this name, 
he must be retaining the archaic usage that associated Libya with Carthage, 
for we have solid evidence that Valens held all of the diocese of Oriens, in- 
cluding Libya Cyrenaica. If we accept this proviso, we can see that Zosimus's 
division effectively gave Valens control of only one-third of the dioceses in the 
empire, or one of the empire's three prefectures, essentially what Constan- 
tius II had received in 337.9? This left Valentinian indisputably in the domi- 


74. See pp. 107-8. 

75. Seeck, Regesten, 215, with 84 and 109. 

76. On the slowness of their journey, see Seeck, Untergang, 12. 

77. AM 26.5.1-3. Valentinian and Valens are attested at Naissus in several constitutions from 
June 8-11, 364, see Seeck, Regesten, 215. On June 8 and 19, 364, they are attested at “Med” 
(CTh 1.6.2; 15.1.13), not "Mediolanum," as assumed by Mommsen and Seeck, but “Mediana,” 
as indicated by Petrovic 1993, 73, and Barnes 1998, 248. On the division of the army, see also 
Zos. 4.6.3 and pp. 308-9. 

78. AM 26.5.4; Philostorg. 8.8. On the date, see Seeck, Regesten, 216. 

79. Zos. 4.3.1; cf. 4.2.3. On the division, see also Them. Or. 6.74b, 82a-b; Symm. Or. 1.14, 
3.11; Philostorg. 8.8; Soz. 6.6.9; Ruf. 11.2; Theod. HE 4.6.3; Zon. 13.15; Theoph. a.m. 5856; 
Jord. Rom. 307. 

80. The most telling evidence that Valens controlled Libya is the inclusion of Cyrenaica in 
the list of eastern provinces prepared for Valens by Festus (S 13). Valens’s contemporary Gre- 
gory of Nyssa (Eun. 1.143) also lists Libya among the provinces that experienced Valens's per- 
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nant position in terms of territorial, military, and administrative control. Valen- 
tinian thus directed the weight of his superiority westward. This would be the 
last time in Roman history that the west was given precedence over the east. 

In August, Valentinian and Valens left Sirmium for the west and east re- 
spectively.?! They would never see each other again. We can trace Valentin- 
ian’s progress in the constitutions he issued as he slowly worked his way from 
Emona to Aquileia, Altinum, Verona, and finally Milan, which he reached 
late in October.? The imperial ceremonies of accession and adventus, both 
inextricably intertwined in the fourth century, dictated the august pace of 
this grand procession. Entire populations would have traveled outside their 
walls to greet the emperor as he approached, and once he reached the city, 
panegyrics were delivered in his honor, and acclamations made.®? Rewards 
for this enthusiasm were distributed in the form of 1* solidus “Fest-aurei” 
that Valentinian issued from the mints of Aquileia and Milan on his way west- 
ward (fig. ).°* These bore an image of the emperor as he would have ap- 
peared on his arrival, riding on horseback in military garb, with his right 
hand raised in greeting. 

After reaching Milan, Valentinian made this Italian city his capital for the 
first year of his reign. From there, he issued a hoard of laws setting out the 
administrative policies that he had planned while still with Valens the pre- 
vious summer.** Valens, meanwhile, had made his way eastward, perhaps to 
less fanfare than his brother was receiving, given that he was passing back 
through cities that had previously experienced his adventus. He had reached 
Constantinople certainly by December, and probably much earlier.®® 

On January 1, 365, Valens and Valentinian inaugurated their reign with 


secutions. Them. Or. 7.92a states that Libya sent an embassy to Constantinople in 365/66; 
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83. Millar 1977, 31-32; MacCormack 1981, 17-89. 
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Figure 3. Valentinian celebrates his 
adventus into Milan. “Fest-Aureus” 

of Milan. RIC 9.75.1. Courtesy British 
Museum. 





the first of what would be four shared consulships.*” Themistius offered a 
speech on the occasion. This we know only from a letter of Libanius, which 
also mentions another speech, one that Themistius had delivered earlier in 
the winter of 364. The latter, apparently the speech that survives in the The- 
mistian corpus as oration 6, was given in response to an address that Valens 
himself had delivered before the Senate of Constantinople; it represents the 
first of eight orations Themistius is known to have offered to Valens over 
the next thirteen years.?? The theme of Themistius's address was the broth- 
erly concord shared by the two new emperors and the way it would bring 
peace and prosperity to the earth. The speech is hardly unique, and neither 
was its theme new. Fraternal concord already dominates the rhetoric of the 
earliest extant panegyrics from Late Antiquity. The two orations delivered 
to Maximianus are replete with references to the concordia shared between 
that emperor and his co-Augustus, Diocletian.?? This rhetoric is enhanced 
by the introduction of a fictitious fraternal relationship between the two 
rulers, whose mutual pietas is said to serve as an example of cooperation for 
all the world.” 

Although the spirit and rhetoric of concord was more muted under Con- 
stantine and his successors,?! Themistius easily revived it when he prepared 
his address for the new brother rulers. His sixth oration, entitled “Beloved 
Brothers, or, On Brotherly Love,” takes as its starting point the very fact that 
the new Augusti were indeed siblings. Themistius claims that their harmo- 


87. See Bagnall et al. 1987, 264-65, 270-71, 274-75, 280-81. 

88. Lib. Ep. 1495 makes reference to two Aoyoı and the influence they had already won for 
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Caes. 39.28; Lactant. De mort. pers. 8.1. See esp. Straub 1939, 40-43 and now Leadbetter 1998, 
224-27 against Corcoran 1996, 265-68. 

go. Pan. Lat. 10[2].1.5, 4.1, 9-2-3, 10.6, 13.2, 11[31.7.5-7; cf. ILS 646. See Straub 1939, 
42-45; Nixon and Rodgers 1994, 45-51. 

91. Straub 1939, 52-56; MacCormack 1981, 111-13; Pabst 1986, 80-82. But see also, e.g., 
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nious fraternal relationship was made clear when the one who had been 
elected emperor appointed the other to equal honors; the mutual love gave 
their subjects confidence that all would experience similar goodwill from 
the emperors, and would themselves use the emperors as models for mutual 
cooperation.? Symmachus echoed many of the same strains in a quin- 
quennial speech he delivered to Valentinian at Trier three years later. There, 
the orator used a cosmic metaphor, asserting that the two brothers surpassed 
the moon and the sun, because the one did not depend on the other for 
brilliance.?? The similarities between the two orations should come as no sur- 
prise. These addresses were only a small part of a much greater effort to prop- 
agate the message of imperial concordia in both halves of the empire. 

We must not forget that, even in his first address to the troops, Valen- 
tinian is said to have assuaged their passion for a second Augustus by claim- 
ing that his primary concern was to preserve concordia.?^ Once he had cho- 
sen his brother, whose goodwill he could trust,?? the two emperors openly 
advertised their concordia and pietas on the coinage, in constitutions, and in 
public inscriptions. Coins were issued from all mints with the images of both 
Augusti, each bearing equal symbols of status. One remarkable medallic type 
whose obverse features the two emperors enthroned side by side, each with 
his right hand raised and a globe in his left hand, would have conveyed the 
shibboleth of unity and parity well (fig. 4). Imperial constitutions always 
bore the names of both reigning Augusti in order of seniority, as did pub- 
lic inscriptions, which sometimes openly heralded imperial concordia.?” 
When inscriptions listed victory titles, both of the emperors shared these, 
regardless of which enemies each had personally conquered,?? and pane- 
gyrics like those mentioned above also lauded the concordia or öuovora of 
the emperors.?? 

The rhetoric of fraternal relationship, so important in the Latin panegyrics 
and again recycled in Themistius's sixth oration, was likewise part ofa broader 


92. Or. 6.77b, 82a; cf. 9.12 7b. On concordia as a theme under Valentinian and Valens, see 
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95. AM 30.7.4: “ut germanitate ita concordia sibi iunctissimum"; cf. 26.5.1: “concordissimi 
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98. E.g., CIL6.1175 = ILS 771. This had long been common, see Barnes 1982, 27, 254-58. 
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Figure 4. Valentinian and Valens enthroned in equal glory. RIC 9.116.1. Medallion 
of Rome. Courtesy Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna. 


campaign to honor the divinis fratribus et semper Augustis. Otto Seeck first 
noticed that Libanius often refers to Valentinian and Valens not by their 
names but simply as "the brothers" in the dual. He felt that this shorthand 
showed Libanius's contemptuous refusal to mention these two Pannonians 
explicitly, but a closer inspection of the imperial panegyrics of Themistius 
and Symmachus reveals that such usage was common currency in imperial 
propaganda.!?! In an empire too large for a single Augustus, concordia was 
crucial for imperial security. Shared strength, guaranteed by fraternal good- 
will, was both an asset against the external threats of an extensive frontier 
and a surety against the omnipresent danger of usurpation from within. For 
this reason, the brother emperors did not hesitate to advertise their mutual 
goodwill, and Libanius did not fail to take the hint. 

This rhetoric was carried over to the imperial children as well. When Valen- 
tinian appointed his son Gratian as a third Augustus, he joined his prede- 


100. CIL 5.8031 = ILS 760. Note also the interesting image at Lib. Ep. 1225: Kowol Twv ap” 
xopévow arepes. 

101. Lib. Or. 24.10: roiv adeAbow; Or. 19.15: roiv adeAbowv Ioucvwow; Or. 30.7: Tapa Tow 
ddeAdoiv; cf. duals at Ep. 1223-25, 1235, 1263, 1336, 1467. See Seeck, Briefe, 404. Festus 2: 
“quo prosperius fratrum imperium Roma sortita est"; Symm. Or. 1.11: "germanum"; 22: “ger- 
mani”; cf. Or. 2.31: "geminis custodibus" (of Gratian and Valentinian). Themistius later uses 
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cessors on the coinage, inscriptions, and constitutions in both east and west, 
and once again the familiar theme was sounded in panegyric. In a speech 
of 370, Symmachus applies the same notion of shared empire, the same 
praise of dual power and the same emphasis on fraternal piety he had used 
of Valentinian and Valens when he describes Valentinian's relationship with 
his son.!°? Themistius had aired similar notions the year before in a consular 
address he delivered to Valens's son, Valentinian Galates. Although the boy 
had not yet been appointed emperor, Themistius set the stage for his antic- 
ipated election by resurrecting the message he had emphasized in 365. In 
his speech, he claims that the rulers who shared the empire, older brother, 
younger brother, and son, would soon grant another share to the other son, 
Galates. In so doing, they would revive the spirit that prevailed at Valens's 
election by showing the world “[a] four-part yoke of emperors, two teams 
[Evvwpidas ] composed of members of almost the same age and contempo- 
raneous, each walking the same, thinking the same, equaling the ends ofthe 
earth they guard.”!° This desire to cover the four corners of the world with 


the dual to refer to Valens and Gratian, see p. 360. See also the image at Malalas 13.30 (p. 338): 
eixe yap mácav é£ovoíav eis mpoowmov Tod ilou ddeApod. 

102. Symm. Or. 2.31-32: "sciet res publica, geminis se custodibus esse munitam sed quasi 
uni esse munificam, sub communi stipendio duos principes militare." 

103. Them. Or. 9.128a; cf. 127c. For the image of the £vvwpis, see p. 25. Themistius also 
draws other parallels between Galates and the three Augusti; see Or. 9.120c, 125a, 125d. 
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a quadripartite team of emperors was also an ideal harkening back to the 
tetrarchy.!"* The harmony guaranteed by family ties would gain strength as 
it expanded into the next generation and across the limits of the empire. 

Even so, the power relationship was never one of complete equality, not 
even between Valentinian and Valens. In his Easter Verses, the poet-cum- 
politico Ausonius offers another cosmic metaphor in a bizarre but revealing 
instance of the deeper meaning behind the rhetoric of concord and frater- 
nity. In this poem, addressed to Valentinian, Ausonius compares the three 
co-Augusti—Valentinian, Valens, and Gratian—to the holy Trinity by laying 
out the relationship between the members of the imperial triune in a re- 
markably Arian-sounding scheme: 


Even on this earth below, we behold an image of this mystery, 
where is the emperor, the father, begetter of twin emperors, 
who in his sacred majesty embraces his brother and his son, 
sharing one realm with them, yet not dividing it, 

alone holding all, although he has all distributed.!% 


The two Augusti appointed by Valentinian were, in Ausonius's terms, his 
creatures and thus his subordinates. Their dependence on Valentinian for 
their appointments left no question about their inferiority to him in power. 
This principle, sanctified in Ausonius's peculiar marriage of Christian im- 
agery and imperial propaganda, was not unique to the western perspective. 
Valens's subordination to his brother was clear from the beginning of the 
reign. Already in 365, Themistius introduced this theme in his sixth ora- 
tion, and he would return to it as a leitmotiv in later speeches: Valentinian's 
election, claimed the rhetorician, had come from the empire at large, but 
Valens was dependent on his brother for rule. In Themistius's terms, 
Valentinian was to Valens not just his brother, but his father, the origin of 
his reign.!?7 

In fact, although Valens was granted full imperial powers from the start, 
the official propaganda of the joint administration distinguished him as 
iunior, reserving for his brother the title of senior Augustus. Thus, when the 


104. Pan. Lat. 8[5].4.2. Contrast the image of Constantine riding in a chariot pulled by his 
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see Pabst 1986, 90-93; Sivan 1993, 109. See a similar image at Eus. VC 4.40. 

106. Them. Or. 6.74a: kal vuk 7H mAndeı uev drepos (Valentinian) rà) kparodvrı de ov 
(Valens); cf. 75a-c, 83a, 9.124d, 128a; AM 26.5.1: “unus nuncupatione praelatus, alter honori 
specie tenus adiunctus." 

107. Or. 6.76b: dóeA$ós Kal marwjp, TO ev Ex THs dVoews, TO òè adtov momoas. Note 
the rhetoric at Or. 9.120c, 125a, which describes both Valentinian and Valens as the "fathers" 
of Valentinian Galates. For similar rhetoric in earlier periods, see Parsi 1963, 63-68. The same 
was applied to Gratian, Pabst 1989, 227-32. 
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two Augusti split the army in 364, the units the emperors divided between 
them were given the added titles of Iuniores and Seniores to distinguish 
Valens's men from Valentinian’s.!°° The titles senior and iunior even filtered 
into Libanius's prose and into the historiography of the day. Valens's magis- 
ter memoriae and court historian Festus, for example, anachronistically applied 
the title zunior to Lucius Verus, half brother and co-emperor to Marcus Au- 
relius, in the history he composed for Valens.!?? 

The titles seniorand ?unior were applied, not just to distinguish the older 
brother from the younger, but to distinguish the supreme from the subor- 
dinate Augustus. Above all, they marked a distinction in power. This was not 
lost on Ammianus, who, in his description of Valens's election noted that 
Valentinian had chosen his brother as *his legitimate partner in power, but 
one who was in fact more like an obsequious lieutenant (apparitor)."! Am- 
mianus's use of the word apparitor is significant. In other places, he employs 
it of subordinate officers, men detailed to senior commanders, and especially 
to describe the status of Gallus and Julian, appointed caesares by the Augus- 
tus Constantius.!!! Indeed, Valentinian broadcast his brother's inferiority with 
subtle hints in his numismatic propaganda. A series of gold multiples was 
minted by Valentinian's mint at Thessalonica in two types, both bearing the 
reverse legend VICTORIA DN AVGVSTI and featuring a winged Victory 
writing VOT / V / MVLT / X on a shield in honor of the quinquennalia of 
the two emperorsin 368. Extant exemplars differ, however, in that those with 
obverses of Valentinian feature a victory seated—in honor—on the reverse, 
while those with obverses of Valens have a Victory who stands—in deference 
(figs. 5-6).!? So, too, the solidus reverse with legend VOTA-PV-BLICA, first 
minted in 368, shows the two emperors nimbate, wearing consular robes, 
and enthroned side by side as a sign of unanimity. This message breaks down 
slightly, however, when we compare eastern and western issues of the type. 
On the eastern coins—those minted by Valens—both emperors raise a mappa 
(racing flag) in their right hand as a gesture of power; on those of the west, 
however, only the emperor on the left, the seniorValentinian, raises his mappa 


108. On the application of the titles to the army, see p. 308. Symm. Or. 1 title: "Laudatio in 
Valentinianum Seniorem Augustum"; Jord. Get. 131: "Valentiniani imperatoris senioris"; cf. Them. 
Or. 6.75b: uéyav de od BacuMéa meroikas . On these titles more broadly, see Straub 1939, 44-50. 

109. Lib. Or. 1.145, 24.12: ó mpeoBUTepos ; Or. 19.15, 20.25, 24.19: 6 vewrepos. On Lucius 
Verus, see Festus 21; cf. Eutr. 8.9: "reverentia tamen fratris nihil umquam atrox ausus." 

110. AM 26.4.3; cf. Straub 1939, 68. 

111. On caesaresas apparitores, see AM 14.11.10, 16.7.3, 17.11.1, 20.8.6; Straub 1939, 56-57. 
On the word apparitorin Ammianus, see Chiabó 1983, 64; cf. Pabst 1986, 326 n. 433. 

112. Four exemplars exist for Valentinian: (1) Gnecchi 1.35.10 pl. 14.11 (Paris) = RIC 9.177 
(Thessalonica 20); (2) Gnecchi 1.35.10 (Vienna); (3) Gnecchi 1.95.10 (collection Trau); (4) 
J. Schulman catalog (Mar. 9-12, 1959) no. 1429. Two for Valens: (1) Gnecchi 1.37.13 pl. 18.3 
(Vienna) = RIC 9.177.21; (2) Gnecchi 1.37.13 (Quellen collection). 
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Figure 5. Valentinian's Victoria 
seated in honor. Medallion of 
Thessalonica. RIC 9.177.20. 
Courtesy Bibliothéque natio- 
nale de France. 


Figure 6. Valens’s Victoria 
standing in deference. Medal- 
lion of Thessalonica. RIC 
9.177.21. Courtesy Kunsthis- 
torisches Museum, Vienna. 





(figs. 7-8).1!3 Valentinian was thus at pains to make clear that, although he 
had shared full power, it was not quite equal power. 

Most of our evidence indicates that this inferior position did not bother 
Valens. On the contrary, he seems willingly to have taken orders from Valen- 
tinian and to have implemented policies at his behest. Thus, when the army 
and later the provinces and administration were divided in 364, it was done 
according to the designs of Valentinian alone, *by whose judgement affairs 
were managed.”!!4 And when Valens defeated the usurper Procopius, he sent 
his head to Valentinian and ceded to his brother jurisdiction over some of 
the rebels of western origin.!!5 Shortly thereafter, Valens consulted Valentin- 
ian on whether to undertake his first Gothic war, and he only did so with Valen- 
tinian’s consent.!? The appointment of consuls was also apparently deter- 
mined by Valentinian: although candidates were drawn equally in almost 
patterned fashion from the east and west, in 375, a year that was due to see 
eastern consuls, military affairs preoccupied Valentinian, and new consuls 
were simply not chosen.!!7 The law codes reveal that many of the policies im- 


113. Woloch 1966, 171—78. On the consular mappa, see Grierson and Mays 1992, 75. 

114. AM 20.5.2, 4. See Pergami 1993, xxvii-xxix. 

115. AM 26.20.60, 8; see pp. 81 and 113. 

116. AM 27.4.1: *ut consulto placuerat fratri"; cf. 27.5.1, where the plural principibus im- 
plies that the Gothic attack was regarded as affecting both emperors. 

117. Jer. Chron. s.a. 375: "quia superiore anno Sarmatae Pannonias vastaverant, idem con- 
sules permansere”; cf. Prosper Chron. 1155; see Bagnall et al. 1987, 285; Piganiol 1972, 216-17. 
For the consuls under Valentinian and Valens, see Bagnall et al. 1987, 264-85. Note that in 
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Figure 7. Solidus of Constantinople with 
both emperors raising their mappae. RIC 
9.217.292. Courtesy American Numismatic 
Society. 


Figure 8. Solidus of Trier with only the left 
emperor raising his mappa. RIC 9.17.18b. 
Courtesy Kunsthistorisches Museum, 
Vienna. 





plemented by Valens, from standardizing weights and measures to marriage 
laws, from fortification efforts to curial protection, were implemented on the 
initiative of Valentinian. Valens was thus subordinate in both name and deed. 
Though he was granted the title Augustus, his authority was always contin- 
gent so long as his brother lived. Valens's policies and their motivation must 
thus be approached with caution. Although he was a full sharer in his 
brother’s power, he was always made aware of its source, and with very few ex- 
ceptions, we find that he kept that awareness in the forefront of his mind. 


"PANNONIA ... STRONG IN MEN 
AND PROSPEROUS IN LAND —SOLINUS 21.2 


Solinus knew well what sort of stock Pannonia produced when he called it 
“strong in men.”!!® Like all late Romans, he was keenly aware of origins: who 
a man was depended not just on his birth and education, but on his patria. 
Pannonians were people like Martin of Savaria,!? known to us as Saint Mar- 
tin of Tours: stout and stubborn, endowed with a keen sense of justice and 
an irascibility prone to violence. Like so many Pannonians, Martin was the 
son of a soldier, a common man who had worked his way up from the ranks 
to become a petty officer. Again like his fellow countrymen, the future saint 


the years when Valentinian and Valens did not hold the consulate, the consuls alternated in a 
fairly regular pattern: 366, two western consuls; 367, one western and one eastern; 369, two 
eastern; 371, two western; 372, two eastern; 374, two western; 375, postconsulate. 

118. Solinus 21.2: "Pannonia. . . viro fortis et solo laeta"; cf. Isidore Etymol. 14.4.16. The 
best surveys of Pannonian history and archaeology are Mócsy 1974; Lenyel and Radan 1980; 
Srejovié 1993b. 

119. Sulpicius Vita Martini 2.1. For the dispute over the birthplace of Martin, see Zeiller 
1918, 297 n.4; Fontaine 1967-69, 2: 432-5; Toth 1973, 121 n.40. 
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followed in his father's footsteps, entered the army, and eventually won his 
way into the imperial guards (Scholares). He held this position for five years 
before renouncing worldly service to become a “soldier of God."!?? Despite 
this success, Martin's hagiographer Sulpicius Severus firmly insists that the 
future saint served against his will, and he even foreshortens Martin's term 
of service in his biography to diminish the taint ofa career that the holy man 
never fully succeeded in living down.!*! In this sense, Martin's Pannonian 
origins marked him through the rest of his life. Indeed, his Pannonian back- 
ground not only pushed him toward a military career, it also in some sense 
shaped who he was. From his spirited destruction of polytheist temples and 
hissuperhuman battles with demons to his bold defiance of the emperor Ju- 
lian and the usurper Maximus, Martin was of a character that all late Ro- 
mans would readily have recognized as Pannonian. 

The territory of Pannonia (see map 1) fell under the Roman heel in the 
first century B.c. when Augustus extended the borders of Illyricum to the 
Danube.!?? Trajan divided the province into Pannonia Superior in the west 
and Pannonia Inferior in the east, and in the late third century, Diocletian 
splitthe two provinces again, into four: Pannonia Superior was divided along 
the river Drava into Pannonia lin the north and Savia in the south, and Pan- 
nonia Inferior became Valeria north of the Drava and Pannonia II to its south. 
These late Roman provinces had their capitals at Savaria, Siscia, Sopianae, 
and Sirmium respectively.!?? It was in Pannonia II, near Sirmium, in the city 
of Cibalae (Vinkovci), that Valentinian and Valens were born. 

Like Martin's, theirs was a military family. Their father, Gratian the elder, 
had exploited his strength and bravado to win his way up to the command 
of the imperial guards, and his career had already advanced well beyond this 
by the time he had his two sons. This illustrious trajectory was not atypical 
of men from these parts. Pannonia had been notorious for producing mili- 
tary men for centuries,?* and Cibalae itself enjoyed a rich tradition of spawn- 
ing imperial guards.!?? Gratian and his sons Valentinian and Valens were thus 


120. Sulpicius Vita Martini 2.2, 5-6. Woods 1995c holds that Martin actually served under 
Valentinian in the Schola Gentilium. This hypothesis is problematic for several reasons; see 
Lenski 2002; cf. Barlow and Brennan 2001, 250. 

121. This hypothesis was first put forward by Babut 1912; cf. Fontaine 1967-69, 2: 436-44. 
The veracity and chronology of the life are much disputed. See now Barnes 1996 against Stan- 
cliffe 1983, 111-33. 

122. Augustus Res gestae 30 with Nagy 1991. 

123. On the history of this administrative division, see Fitz 1983, 11-19, who holds that 
Pannonia Superior was actually first divided ca. 314. 

124. E.g. Pan. Lat. 10[2].2.2: “Quis enim dubitat quin . . . Italia quidem sit gentium dom- 
ina gloriae vetustate, sed Pannonia virtute?"; cf. 10[2].2.4; Veget. 1.28; AM 21.12.22, 29.6.13; 
Dio Cass. 49.3.1-6. 

125. CIL 6.2833.9, 12,17, 2385.1, 13, 32536.28, 32542 passim; 32624.14. In general, Pan- 
nonia had become a major supplier of Praetorians after Septimius Severus's reform of the guards. 
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carrying on a local tradition. Nor would their exposure to military men have 
been limited to imperial officers, for all would have grown up with locally 
based military units stationed close at hand. The Notitia Dignitatum records 
that Pannonian cities housed a number of riparian garrisons that dated back 
to the reign of Diocletian.!?° The Danube bend, which cradled Pannonia, 
created a treacherous reentry into the territory of the barbarian Quadi and 
Sarmatians; this location necessarily demanded formidable defenses and 
equally formidable men to man them. Pannonia was thus a seminary for sol- 
diers, out of which Gratian and his sons naturally sprang. 

With the growing importance of military prowess as an essential quality 
of imperial rule, Pannonia had also become a fertile producer of emperors. 
Decius had been born in Budalia, a village located on the road between 
Cibalae and Sirmium. He lasted less than three years (249-51) before suf- 
fering a crushing defeat at the hands of the Goths in Thrace, where he dis- 
appeared in battle. His fate anticipated that of his fourth-century compatriot 
Valens, a point not lost on the contemporary Ammianus." In the years that 
separated the two, Pannonia became a launchpad for emperors as a succes- 
sion of men either born or promoted there laid claim to the throne.!?? Au- 
relian (r. 270—75), to whom Valentinian was often compared, may have been 
born in Sirmium and was certainly chosen to the purple there.!?? So, too, 
Probus (r. 276-82) was born near Sirmium and eventually assassinated there, 
and Maximianus (r. 286-305) was from the area around Sirmium.!? The 
latter two later developed their family estates in the territory in a fashion 
that—as we shall see—became characteristic of emperors from the region. 

To understand better how Valentinian's and Valens's patria might have af- 
fected the future emperors, we must look more closely at the history and ar- 
chaeology of the area. Cibalae had become a coloniain the second century.!?! 
Given that the city occupied fifty-six hectares, it must have been of some im- 
portance even in the fourth century, but the site has not been systematically 


126. Not. dign. oc. 32.26, 35 (Aquincum); 32.49—50, 54 (Sirmium); 32.52 (Mursa); 32.56-57 
(Siscia). The Lanciarii Sabarienses, Not. dign. oc. 5.9, 152, 7.82, must originally have been a Pan- 
nonian garrison unit as well. Cf. Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 517-19; Fitz 1980, 131-39; Poulter 
1992, 108-9. 

127. Aur. Vict. Caes. 29.1—4; Epit. 29.1—5; Eutr. 9.4; cf. Kienast 1996, 204. The comparison 
between Valens and Decius is noted at AM 31.13.13. More on Sirmium's connections with late 
Roman emperors at Mirković 1971, 34-41; cf. Syme 1971, 194-220; Mócsy 1974, 266-96. 

128. For emperors promoted in or around Pannonia, see Septimius Severus, Ingenuus, Re- 
galianus, and Vetranio (Kienast 1996, 156, 223-24, 321). 

129. Kienast 1996, 234; PLRE I, L. Domitius Aurelianus 6. SHA Aurel. 3.1—2 offers several 
possible birthplaces, including Sirmium. Eutr. 9.13 and Epit. 35.1 report Dacia Ripensis. For 
comparisons between Valentinian and Aurelian, see AM 30.8.8; Jerome Chron. s.a. 365. 

130. Kienast 1996, 253, 272; PLRE I, M. Aurelius Probus 3; M. Aur. Val. Maximianus Her- 
culius 8. 

131. AE 1980, 724-25; CIL 3.2388, 14038. See also CIL 6.2833.9, 12, 17; cf. CIL 3.3267. 


38 THE PANNONIAN EMPERORS 


excavated to confirm this.!?? It was situated eighty kilometers east of Sirmium, 
where the road forked westward to Emona via Siscia and northward to Sopi- 
anae and Aquincum. It sat near the river Bacuntius (Bosut) in the rich val- 
ley between the Sava and Drava. Zosimus describes it as “a city of Pannonia 
resting on a hill; the road leading up to the city is narrow, and a deep swamp 
five stades wide extends along most of it, but the remainder is mountainous; 
here is the hillside where the city is located; below this a vastly spreading plain 
extends as far as the eye can see." ? Across this plain, the estates of the wealth- 
ler citizens of Cibalae, men like Valentinian's and Valens's father Gratian, 
would have been scattered. 

Solinus characterized Pannonia as a region of strong men but also of great 
fertility. His testimony finds confirmation in the Expositio totius mundi, which 
calls Pannonia "a land rich in all things, produce and horses and trade and 
partly also in slaves."!5* The archaeological record adds color and complex- 
ity to this picture. Pannonia had traditionally manufactured few wares for 
export, and what little manufacturing capacity it had dropped off after the 
third century.!?? Trade had also declined in the late empire, although Pan- 
nonia's proximity to the Sarmatians along the Danube did continue to en- 
courage considerable exchange in barbarian amber, brooches, and slaves.196 
In the early fourth century, as in earlier periods, the primary engine of the 
Pannonian economy was rather the land, and this remained a source of mag- 
nificent wealth throughout Valentinian's and Valens's lifetimes. As in other 
parts of the west, large estates came to predominate in central Pannonia in 
the later empire. Their grain, livestock, and wool cloth generated such abun- 
dant capital for the region that its effects are still reflected in the rich ar- 
chaeological and numismatic record from Pannonia. Indeed, late Roman 
Pannonia was awash in money, particularly in coins of Balkan or eastern man- 
ufacture.!37 From this evidence, it has become clear that grain from Pan- 
nonian estates was being shipped down the Danube and paid for by eastern 
provinces or armies in gold.!?® 

Gratian the elder no doubt hoped to capitalize on this source of wealth 
when he acquired his estate near Cibalae. It is unlikely that a soldier of com- 
mon birth (ignobili stirpe) like Gratian would have inherited a family villa, yet 
some time before 351, he owned a farmstead, to which he retired after serv- 


132. Patsch 1899; Soproni 1968, 46, s.v. Cibalae; Mócsy 1962, 644; 1974, 143, 152, 225-26. 

133. Zos. 2.18.2; cf. 48.3-4. Epit. 41.5 names the swamp “Hiulca.” 

194. Exp. tot. mun. 57: “terra dives in omnibus, fructibus quoque et iumentis et negotiis, ex 
parte et mancipiis." Rougé 1966, 9-26, dates the work to 359. 

135. See Mócsy 1962, 687, on export trade. 

136. Lányi 1972, 69-96, 135-37; Mócsy 1974, 319-20. The few luxury goods uncovered 
from grave sites were imported (Lányi 1972, 80-82). On amber, see esp. Solinus 20.10. 

137. Lányi 1974, 91-92, 136; Duncan 1993, 20-23. 

138. Möcsy, 1962, 693; 1974, 321-22. 
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ing in Britain in the 340s.!?? Here again, he followed a path typical of Illyr- 
ian commanders.!? Even today, abundant remains of estates like the one 
Gratian owned offer stubborn testimony to the lifestyle Valentinian and 
Valens grew up with. After the mid third century, a new class of fortified and 
fully independent villas sprang up in the countryside of central Pannonia, 
especially in the area around Lake Pelso (Balaton).!*! These had vast ex- 
panses of fortification walls equipped with multiple towers, which enclosed 
self-supporting estates. One such villa, at modern Keszthely-Fenékpuszta, sat 
on the southwest corner of Lake Pelso between Sopianae and Savaria. Its 
central complex had a square circuit of walls enclosing an area of fourteen 
hectares. These surrounded a vast series of buildings, including a large hor- 
reum, a central palace with bath complex, and, from early in the fourth cen- 
tury, a Christian basilica.!*? Such estates constituted islands of wealth, which 
could remain independent of the markets generated by cities and the du- 
ties imposed by urban centers on their wealthier citizens. 

The sort of wealth these plantations attracted can be seen in a recently dis- 
covered hoard of fourteen silver vessels given to an otherwise unknown man 
named Sevso between the mid fourth and mid fifth centuries. The prize piece 
in the hoard, a large, engraved platter, depicts a déjeuner champetre along the 
shores of a lake teeming with fish and labeled PELSO by an inscription below 
it. The master reclines at a sumptuous feast, while his horse, identified as INNO- 
CENTIUS, rests nearby. Around the border of the platter an inscription reads: 


May these, O Sevso, yours for many ages be, 
Small vessels fit to serve your offspring worthily.!^? 


This was a mentality that Gratian must have shared. His military accom- 
plishments had put him in a position to acquire what he hoped would be a 
sel-perpetuating source of felicity for his posterity. 

There are strong indications that many of the Pannonian villae attested 
in the archaeology were in the possession of the imperial res privata, or privy 


139. AM 30.7.3. 

140. PLRE I, Marcellus 3; Lucillianus 3; and Varronianus 1 all returned to property in their 
homeland after being forced into retirement. After serving in Ticinum, St. Martin's father also 
retired to his home town of Savaria, perhaps to an estate like Gratian's; see Sulpicius Vita Mar- 
tini 5.3; Fontaine 1967-69, 2: 432-33. One wonders if Gratian bought the estate using the money 
with which he had absconded while serving as comes per Africam in the 330s (AM 30.7.3). Here 
too he would not have been atypical; cf. A. H. M. Jones 1964, 644-45. 

141. Thomas 1964, 18, 389; Mócsy 1974, 299-308; Biró 1974. 

142. Thomas 1964, 60-68. See Sági 1961 on the basilica. Mócsy 1974, 300-307, argues that 
this and five other square fortified villae were imperial latifundia, but although Pannonia was 
filled with imperial estates, we have nothing connecting this or the other five with the emperor. 

143. Mundell Mango and Bennett 1994, 55-97. Mundell Mango's contention (p. 78) that 
the *Pelso" in question is not Lake Pelso seems like special pleading designed to sidestep the 
tender question of the hoard's proper country of origin, surely Hungary; cf. Landesman 2001. 
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purse. Emperors had owned estates in Illyricum since the second century, 
and the third-century concentration of rulers from the region greatly in- 
creased the number of properties that accrued to the imperial fisc.!** Ga- 
lerius, for example, developed the territory where he was born in Dacia 
Ripensis, three hundred kilometers east of Pannonia, into an elaborate im- 
perial theme park, which he named Romuliana after his mother. After Ga- 
lerius's death, the villa devolved to the res privata, and, in the course of the 
fourth century, itwas reconstructed under imperial auspices.!*° Similarly, the 
family of Constantine, themselves good Moesians, added what was probably 
their homestead at Mediana (outside Niš) to the res privata. This villa had 
originally been owned by Constantius I, but, after devolving to the imperial 
estates, it played host regularly to any and all reigning emperors. In June 
364, Valentinian and Valens used Mediana as the staging place to divide their 
imperial army.!*° Valentinian also had the use of another lavishly appointed 
imperial villa, called Murocincta, probably modern Parndorf, south of Car- 
nuntum. His younger son, Valentinian II, was staying there in 375 when the 
emperor died at Brigetio, a hundred and sixty kilometers to the east.!*7 
Yet another imperial villa, called Pristensis and located twenty-six Roman 
miles west of Sirmium, was where the princess Constantia, daughter of the 
deceased Constantius II, was nearly captured by the Ouadi in 374. She had 
stopped there to rest on her way to marry Valentinian's son, the fifteen-year- 
old Gratian, in Trier.!? She cannot have been far from a rather more re- 
cently acquired imperial estate, the former property of Gratian the elder. In 
the summer of 351, Cibalae hosted Constantius II as he prepared for battle 
against the usurper Fl. Magnus Magnentius.!?? On September 28, in a no- 


144. Decius presumably had estates near Sirmium, and Probus and Maximianus certainly 
did (see p. 37). For Galerius's and Constantius I’s estates in Dacia, see what follows. 

145. Srejovié 19934, 29-33. The site is mentioned at Epit. 40.16 (Romulianum); cf. Proc. 
Aed. 4.4 (PouvXiava). The identification of Gamzigrad with Galerius's villa is confirmed by the 
discovery of an inscription identifying the site as “FELIX ROMULIANA”; see Srejovié 1985, 551, 
with fig. 1. The more recent discovery of the dual mausolea of Galerius and Romula (Srejovié 
and Vasic 1994) and of a porphyry head of Galerius (Srejovi€ 1992-93) have put to rest the 
stubborn skepticism of Duval (1987) about the villa's identification. 

146. Möcsy 1974, 302, conjectures that Mediana was the villa of Constantius I, although 
Petrovic 1993, 57—75, is more cautious. Petrovic 1993, 73—74, offers a full list of constitutions 
issued from Mediana. On Valentinian's and Valens's stay there, see p. 26. Matthews 1989, 401, 
catalogs other imperial villae mentioned by Ammianus, most of them in Pannonia. See also the 
villa of Mursella (Mórichida-Kisárpás) where Constans stayed in 339 (CTh 16.8.1, 6, 9.2, with 
Seeck, Regesten, 48, 106). 

147. AM 30.10.4, with Mócsy 1970, 583. On the remains of the villa, see Thomas 1964, 
177-92; Saria 1966, 268-71. The villa has also been suggested as the meeting place for the 
tetrarchic congress of 308. 

148. AM 29.6.7. Imperial properties are also attested outside Savaria: CIL 3.4219 was ded- 
icated there by the ex p(rae)p(osito) sillJvarum domnicarum. 

149. Zos. 2.48.3. 
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toriously bloody battle, Constantius defeated Magnentius outside Mursa.!°? 
In the wake of this massacre, Gratian the elder, who was suspected of sup- 
porting the usurper, paid with the loss of his villa.!°! 

The location of Cibalae at the bottleneck in east-west routes through the 
northern Balkans had always rendered it a hot spot in regional military 
conflicts,!? and emperors seem to have taken advantage of the mayhem this 
created to expand their vast holdings in Pannonia through confiscations. 
Such was the fate of Gratian's villa: the nest egg into which he had sunk his 
fortune was gulped into the belly of the largest leviathan of fourth-century 
Pannonia, the imperial res privata. The estate where Valentinian and Valens 
had grown up was lost, at least temporarily, to the family. 

There is no firm evidence as to where Gratian and his sons lived after they 
lost the estate. Itis certainly possible, however, that the family moved back into 
Gratian's native city of Cibalae. Later, Valentinian apparently spent time in Sir- 
mium, because his first son, the younger Gratian, was born there.? Given these 
contacts, it is clear that not just the rural but also the urban environment of 
Pannonia affected our future emperors. The cities thus bear examining. 

No one would dispute that in the fourth century, the great cities of second- 
century Pannonia, all of them lined up along the Danube, failed to maintain 
the standard of prosperity that they had once enjoyed.!?* Of the 650 inscrip- 
tions surviving from the city of Carnuntum (Petronell), for example, only three 
are fourth-century.'? The city saw only one new building erected in the fourth 
century, a tetrapylon monument, one of whose arches still stands,!°° and, al- 
though it continued to be inhabited, its private houses ceased to be well main- 
tained. The baths were closed and a baptistery was attached to the civil am- 
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a minor offense given that Gratian would have had trouble denying right of way to a full army. 
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s.a. 314; cf. Di Maio 1990. 

153. Epit. 47.1. On the date, see Jer. Chron. s.a. 359; Cons. Const. s.a. 359; Chron. pasch., p. 543. 

154. Póczy 1980, 244-45; Poulter 1992, 112-13. On the prosperity of the riparian cities 
of the second century, see Mócsy 1974, 112-40. 

155. Swoboda 1964, 74—75. For the scale of second and third-century Carnuntum, see the 
striking aerial photographs in Vorbeck and Beckel 1973. 

156. Swoboda 1964, 171, gives a Constantian date for the famous “Heidentor von Petronell,” 
but Stiglitz, Kandler, and Jobst 1974, 617-18, argues for a third-century date. 

157. Stiglitz, Kandler, and Jobst 1977, 593-613. 
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phitheater, indicating that it ceased to be used for performances.'?? Valen- 
tinian visited Carnuntum in 375 but found it “quite deserted now and in ru- 
ins."?? Similarly, Aquincum (Budapest), once the capital of Pannonia Infe- 
rior, saw its former public buildings converted into apartments and its houses 
fall into disrepair.!°° Decline had weakened the city to such a point that Valen- 
tinian did not consider it an appropriate place to winter in 375.!?! These ri- 
parian cities had thus lost the luster they had enjoyed under the high empire. 

The situation was considerably different in the cities of central Pannonia, 
particularly Sopianae, Siscia, Savaria and Sirmium, the capitals of the four 
late Roman provinces created by Diocletian. Their status as administrative 
centers brought them a new degree of prestige and, along with it, prosperity. 
Sopianae (Pécs) had witnessed a period of rapid growth funded at imper- 
ial expense when it became the capital of Valeria after 296. Buildings were 
radically reconstructed along a new street grid, and a huge structure with 
a bath complex, possibly a palatium, was added.!9? Siscia (Sziszek), which 
has been less systematically excavated, likewise expanded when it became 
the capital of Savia. An imperial mint had been in operation there since 
the 260s, and it remained the center of western Balkan coin production 
throughout the fourth century.!9? When Savaria (Szombathely) was made 
the capital of the new province of Pannonia I, it too witnessed a period of 
building and rebirth.!9* It housed an imperial treasury and, according to 
Ammianus, boasted a palace with a “royal bath-chamber.”!© This last has 
been identified with an apsidal aula equipped with hypocaust heating, mo- 
saic floors, and marble revetment, a structure built in the first half of the 
fourth century.199 

A similar situation prevailed at Sirmium, in Valentinian’s and Valens's home 
province. The Expositio totius mundisingles out Sirmium, which occupied 120 


158. Ibid., 608-16; Swoboda 1964, 181, 204. 

159. AM 30.5.2: "desertum quidem nunc et squalens." He remained there through the sum- 
mer and apparently rebuilt the camp and fortifications (AM 30.5.11; Swoboda 1964, 74—75; 
Stiglitz, Kandler, and Jobst 1977, 660). 

160. Mócsy 1974, 310. 

161. AM 30.5.13-15. Brigetio's decline can also be charted in the shrinkage of its bound- 
aries in the fourth century, although excavation has yet to reveal details. 

162. Fülep 1984, 33-4, 274-79, even speculates on building activity under Valentinian 
based on brick stamps (cf. Fülep 1977, 9-10). An increase in coin circulation from the period 
of Constantine and Constantius also points to the wealth of the early fourth-century city (Fülep 
1984, 278-79). 

163. Not. dign. oc. 11.24, 39; RIC8.339-347; RIC 9.137-140. 

164. Mócsy and Szentléleky 1971, 32-33; Pócsy 1980, 265. 

165. AM 30.5.16: “regii lavacri" with Balla 1963. On the thesauri Savarienses, see Not. dign. 
0C. 11.25. 

166. Tóth 1973. See also the horrea built by Constans (CIL 3.4180 = ILS 727) and the arch 
of Constantius II (Pócsy 1980, 265). 
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hectares, as Pannonia's “greatest city."!?7 It hosted not only the governor of 
Pannonia II, but also, at various points, the praetorian prefect of Italy, Africa, 
and Illyricum and the master of the cavalry for Illyricum.!6? It had an impe- 
rial arms factory and cloth works and, for parts of the fourth century, an im- 
perial mint.!® Between 316 and 324, a massive hippodrome complex ex- 
tending 470 meters was constructed, parts of which were then rebuilt later 
in the course of the fourth century.!”° Here Julian witnessed publicly funded 
games during his brief stay in the city in 361. He would have lodged in the 
palatium that Ammianus tells us was near the forum and curia, which excava- 
tions have provisionally identified.!7! Two bath complexes in the city have been 
uncovered, the larger of which was built between 308 and 314 under Licinius, 
and large horrea were also constructed near the hippodrome, probably to serve 
the imperial officia. ? Thus outfitted, there is little wonder that Sirmium more 
than any Pannonian city gave credence to the claim of the Expositio that Pan- 
nonia was “always the domicile of emperors."!? Even more than the other 
capitals of Diocletian's new Pannonian provinces, late Roman Sirmium had 
grown by leaps and bounds thanks to the beneficence of the emperors. 
Even so, these impressive catalogs mask a situation that quickly became 
less prosperous than might appear. All of Savaria's new structures, for ex- 
ample, were constructed by the first half of the fourth century, and all were 
built by the imperial treasury, not with local wealth. Later in the century, 
the town began to decline. During his Quado-Sarmatian campaign of 375, 
Valentinian considered Savaria the only suitable place in Pannonia I to win- 
ter, but even it was “weak at that time and plagued with relentless afflictions.” 
Valentinian had first learned this during a visit earlier in the year, when he 
found the city gate through which he tried to exit blocked with rubbish. AI- 
though he had it cleared, the people were still unable to raise its iron 
portcullis, which neglect had left jammed shut.!7* Sirmium had also wit- 
nessed a tapering off of imperial investment in the latter half of the cen- 
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tury. When the Quadi invaded Pannonia in the summer of 374, Petronius 
Probus was residing at Sirmium as praetorian prefect and was faced with 
the task of clearing out a moat piled with garbage and rebuilding crum- 
bling fortifications. For this, he used material that had been collected some 
time before in the vain hope of building a theater.!” Evidently, Sirmium, 
indeed all of Pannonia, was losing its grip on the prosperity it had enjoyed 
in the first half of the century. 79 

Between the high empire and the later empire, then, the locus of urban 
power in Pannonia had moved from periphery to center and the source of 
urban wealth had shifted from a private to an imperial origin. The tetrar- 
chs had rearranged the provincial structure of Pannonia and relocated the 
capitals from the cities along the Danube to urban centers deeper inside 
provincial territory. In doing so, they built these new capitals into magnifi- 
cent showpieces of grandiose proportion.!”” Unlike in earlier periods, how- 
ever, the urban prosperity of the fourth century was funded almost exclu- 
sively through imperial initiative rather than with local wealth. Furthermore, 
the prime beneficiaries of this new prosperity were above all imperial 
officials. Most of the new structures, from city walls, to horrea, to palaces, to 
baths, were built for the advantage of soldiers and praesidial bureaucrats, 
not the indigenous inhabitants.!7® Moreover, even imperial expenditures 
fell off after the mid fourth century, leading inexorably to the beginnings 
of decay.!”? It is indicative that the stones assembled for the construction 
of a theater in Sirmium were eventually used in 374 to repair its crumbling 
fortifications.!9 
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Out of this world came Valentinian and Valens. Born in the 320s, the two 
spent their early years in the golden age oflate Roman Pannonia: the tetrar- 
chs and then Constantine had lavished their favor on the region, and this 
was reflected in the monuments that would have surrounded the future em- 
perors as young men. During the course of their early careers, in the 340s 
and 350s, however, Valentinian and Valens would have witnessed the be- 
ginnings ofregional decline. The imperial superstructure that had showered 
wealth on the territory failed to continue its largesse, and this began to take 
its toll by midcentury. The power of imperial favor thus greatly affected the 
region, for both better and worse. Nor did it fail to affect the household of 
the two future emperors more personally: the imperial hand that had 
outfitted their father so handsomely had then taken away the very estate he 
had acquired through service. In this atmosphere, Valentinian and Valens 
must have recognized early on that imperial connections dictated individ- 
ual prosperity. Their father had certainly proven this to be the case, and the 
evidence lay before them in the buildings that adorned their homeland. Be- 
cause of this, they would have had good reason to turn to imperial service 
after the loss of Gratian's estate in 351. To be sure, as the sons of a veteran, 
they were legally obliged to serve. But more than this, Valentinian and Valens 
were pushed toward a military career both by the example of their father 
and by their own ambitions to make good on his losses. 


PANNONIAN BEGINNINGS 


Next to his family connections, Jovian's greatest asset as a soldier must have 
been his size. After he was chosen emperor, some of the troops in the lines 
misunderstood when his name was proclaimed and thought “Julian” had re- 
vived. They had only to see him, tall and ungainly, to realize that he was not 
the short and stocky man they had expected.!?! He was so tall that the men 
who proclaimed him were at a loss to find an imperial robe large enough to 
cover his prodigious frame.!?? When he was staying in Antioch, an old woman 
angered with his shameful Persian treaty taunted him with the contrast be- 
tween brain and body: “My but stupidity is big and tall.”!8° He also had a vora- 
cious appetite to accompany his massive bulk. Rumor had it that overeating 
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contributed to his mysterious death.!*! This gargantuan stature was typically 
Illyrian. It was something Jovian shared with another Illyrian protector domes- 
licus, a man of his father's generation, Gratian the elder. 

Gratian was born in Cibalae possibly in the 280s.!% Like so many Pannon- 
ians before him, he embarked on a military career. Because he lacked polit- 
ical connections, any advancement he hoped for had to be obtained through 
personal achievement. In Gratian's case this was not lacking. He was a scrappy 
character with a reputation for toughness that went back to his childhood. 
As a boy, he had won the nickname Funarius when he was able to keep five 
soldiers from wresting a rope ( funis) from his iron grip.!°° He cultivated this 
strong man image by imitating the famous wrestler Milo of Croton, who used 
to invite challengers to try to extract apples from his clenched fist.!8” Gra- 
tian's bodily strength and experience in wrestling won him a wide reputa- 
tion, and this reputation no doubt helped secure him a post among the Pro- 
tectores Domestici. 

Despite his extraordinary strength, it would likely have taken Gratian at 
least twenty years to win his way up the ranks and into this elite corps.!®® He 
had perhaps just made it when Valentinian was born in the early 320s. As 
noted above, protectores domestici rarely went long before enjoying a promo- 
tion, and Gratian's came with his appointment as count of Africa, a post he 
must have won after Valentinian was old enough to travel, since Symmachus 
reports that the future emperor accompanied his father there. Symmachus 
does not mention Valens's presence in Africa, and it seems improbable that 
he too went. His birth in Cibalae in late summer 328 may provide a termi- 
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nus post quem for Gratian's departure.!®° Valentinian would have been seven 
when his brother was born, old enough to withstand the “Gaetulian swel- 
ters" in which Symmachus claimed he was raised, and despite his youth, the 
opportunity would have given him valuable military experience.!?? Ammi- 
anus tells of a protector domesticus named Masaucio who was sent to Africa on 
a sensitive assignment precisely because he had been raised in the province 
while his father served as count there.!?! 

Unfortunately, Gratian's term in Africa ended with his dismissal on suspi- 
cion of peculation, and he returned to his native Pannonia, where he bought 
his estate. This was probably before 337, given that he was back in favor after 
Constans came to power that year.'? In the early 330s, though, Gratian ex- 
perienced a hiatus in his career, which provided him the chance to establish 
his estate back in Cibalae. His next post, that of count in Britain, probably 
began in 343, when Constans visited the province in response to raiding along 
the northern frontier. Constans's visit was brief, and he apparently left Grat- 
ian behind with an ad hoc command over comitatensian forces to finish the 
work of rebuilding fortifications and patrolling the frontier.!” There is no 
clue as to whether Valentinian or Valens accompanied their father on this 
mission. We know only that sometime before 351, Gratian had retired hon- 
orably from the army and returned to Pannonia to enjoy his estate, "far from 
the hubbub."!?^ To his misfortune, the civil war between Constantius II and 
Magnentius that swept through Pannonia that year swept away the family prop- 
erty. Precisely what happened in the decade that followed is a mystery. If Gra- 
tian lived to see his sons on the throne, it was not long afterward that he died, 
because the vicar of Africa dedicated a statue to his memoria before late 367.195 
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Valentinian took after the elder Gratian: Themistius called him the “liv- 
ing image" of his father.!”® Like his father, he had a powerful build and cut 
a striking figure. Ammianus noted that “his frame was strong and muscular” 
and that *he was of good height, perfectly well-built and presented a splen- 
did figure of imperial majesty."?? Like Jovian, he had a healthy appetite,!?® 
and like Martin, a stubborn irascibility, marking him as a true son of Pan- 
nonia. In keeping with the traditions of panegyric, those who wished to praise 
him took account of his background and personality by making a virtue of 
his rustic and martial origins. In an epigram to Valentinian and Gratian the 
Younger, Ausonius has the Danube salute her nurslings: 


I bid the emperors hail, father and son, 
whom I have nurtured amid the weapon-bearing Pannonians.!” 


Symmachus also paid honor to Valentinian's birth and upbringing in his first 
address to the emperor: 


Gaetulian swelters made you accustomed to summer heat, and Illyrian frosts 
made you tolerant of winter cold, you who were born into a frigid world and 
raised in a sunny one.??? 


Valentinian was the product of both Illyrian cold and African heat because, 
above all, he was the product of the camp.??! He and his court gladly played 
to the rhetoric stereotyping his background. In the same speech, Symmachus 
praised Valentinian for his ability to endure the rugged camp life, and Am- 
mianus confirms that this was more than rhetoric, noting that a rug sufficed 
for the emperor's tent while he campaigned.?” In the speech he delivered 
at the younger Gratian’s accession, Valentinian supposedly excused his son's 
lack of military experience, saying: “[H]e has not, like us, had a harsh up- 
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bringing from his very cradle and been inured to the endurance of hard- 
ship."?? Valentinian and his contemporaries thus conspired in the glorifi- 
cation of his Illyrian and by extension his military past. 

Valentinian was born in Cibalae in 32 1.?'* As we have seen, his first taste 
of military life came in the 320s and 330s, when his father took him to Africa. 
By 357, he was serving as tribune of a cavalry unit in Gaul.?5 He had come 
north as one of the 25,000 troops sent by Constantius under the magister ped- 
itum Barbatio to aid Julian against the Alamanni. Unfortunately for Valen- 
tinian, Barbatio was waging an open vendetta with the Caesar, and Valen- 
tinian found himself caught in the middle. Barbatio ordered him to stand 
down from a roadblock Julian had organized against a group of raiders, with 
the result that they escaped, and Valentinian was blamed for the bungled 
mission, dismissed, and sent home.?” This incident was probably at the root 
of the legend that Julian had persecuted Valentinian for confessing Chris- 
tianity. The story was apparently propagated by Valentinian and his succes- 
sors, both to cover up the former tribune's mishap and to glorify him asa 
defender of the faith. It is first mentioned by Ambrose in a letter of 386 and 
again in his lament over the death of Valentinian's son, Valentinian II, in 
392. In the latter instance, Ambrose describes the prince's entry into heaven, 
where "[a]lso present is your father, who scorned military service and the 
honors of the tribunate for love of the faith."??7 Ambrose's vague allusion to 
the incident dates a generation after the fact, long enough that religion could 
be offered as a plausible cause for Valentianian's dismissal. In the following 
century, various historians and epitomators embellished the story and mud- 
dled it with bogus details, leaving us with four different accounts of what hap- 
pened, involving four different military units to which Valentinian was sup- 
posedly assigned and four different places where he was supposedly exiled. 
Ammianus's simplicity is to be preferred: caught in a power play between 
Julian and Barbatio, Valentinian botched a mission and was discharged.?05 

According to Ammianus, Valentinian's dismissal in 357 was followed by his 
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return to Pannonia. As noted above, he must still have been in Sirmium 
around 359, because his son Gratian was born there in that year.?? He was 
definitely there in 363 when Jovian came to power. Immediately after his elec- 
tion, Jovian sent envoys to his father-in-law Lucillianus in Sirmium informing 
him that he had been appointed magister equitum et peditum and requesting 
that he select a few trusted aides and travel west to proclaim the new em- 
peror.?? One of the confidants Lucillianus chose was Valentinian.?!! Valen- 
tinian had thus used the years after he was cashiered to insinuate himself into 
the good graces of one of the most powerful generals from the region, a man 
who, like him, was experiencing a lull in his career thanks to Julian. Valen- 
tinian had apparently courted other Pannonian notables as well. By the time 
heleftSirmium as emperor in 364, he must have known many local grandees, 
because when he returned a decade later, he could rattle off their names as 
personal friends during an inquest.?!? The years between 357 and 363 would 
thus have given him ample time to strengthen his Pannonian connections. 

Valentinian's military career was, as noted, resurrected through Lucil- 
lianus. With Lucillianus, he made the journey west in 363 to proclaim Jov- 
ian in Italy and Gaul. When they reached Rheims, in the heart of territory 
still very much enamored of Julian, they met with serious resistance. An ex- 
actuarius convinced the Gallic armies that Julian was still alive and provoked 
them to kill the magister equitum et peditum. Valentinian was saved by his host 
in Rheims, a man named Primitivus, perhaps a friend from Valentinian's tour 
in Gaul.?P? After the troubles had died down, Valentinian returned east and 
met the emperor in Tyana. His faithfulness and good fortune on the Gallic 
mission won him command of a guard unit, the Secunda Schola Scutario- 
rum.?!* He continued with the imperial court to Ancyra, where he was left 
behind with instructions to follow later.?? Before he could comply, news 
reached him that Jovian was dead and that he was the designated successor. 

Born seven years after his brother in late summer 328, Flavius Valens was 
every bit as much a Pannonian as his brother and father. In fact, he and his 
brother were Pannonian down to their names.?!? *Valens" and its cognates 


209. See p. 41. 

210. AM 25.8.7-10, esp. “monens ut quosdam lectos exploratae industriae fideique duc- 
eret secum adminiculis eorum usurus"; cf. Zos. 3.35.1—2, with the cautions mentioned on p. 17. 

211. AM 25.10.6-7. 

212. AM 30.5.10. 

219. AM 25.10.7. The incident is alluded to at Symm. Or. 1.6. Julian's forces were stationed 
at Rheims when Valentinian served under him, AM 16.11.1. 

214. AM 25.10.9. For the unit, see Not. dign. or. 11.5; oc. 9.4. On the Scholae Palatinae, see 
pp. 15-16. 

215. AM 26.1.5. 

216. See p. 47 n. 189 on Valens's birth year. On Valens's early career, see Nagl, "Val.," 2097; 
Tomlin 1973, 56-58. 


THE PANNONIAN EMPERORS 51 


were among the most common cognomina in Illyricum. Inscriptions from the 
region account for over 70 percent of the instances ofthe name cited in one 
empirewide onomastic study.?'7 The cognate “Valentinus” is the most fre- 
quently occurring cognomen on inscriptions from the area around Sirmium, 
and “Valentinianus” uses a suffix that was also typically Illyrian. “Valens” is 
apparently a translation of a typically Illyrian name, Licca, meaning some- 
thing like *strongman."?!? This made it a favorite choice for the sons of sol- 
diers like Valens's father.?!? The gentilicium “Flavius” was also commonplace, 
not just in Illyricum but throughout the fourth-century empire. Beginning 
under the Flavii Constantini, officers and administrators acquired the name 
as a function of their imperial service, so that by the late fourth century, it 
had taken on a blandness akin to the modern *Mr."?? Any upper-level office- 
holder, civilian or military, was entitled to use the gentilicium. Even so, while 
itis common on inscriptions and in the headings of official documents, it 
was rarely used by aristocrats when they referred to themselves or to one an- 
other. A man who called himself Flavius Valens was clearly marked as Illyr- 
ian, but also as a servant of the Constantinian dynasty. 

Although every bit a Pannonian, Valens was in many respects not like his 
father or brother. He was not a great soldier; he did not grow up in the camp; 
he was not well built. Ammianus tells us he was pot-bellied, bowlegged, and 
had a bad eye.”?! There is very little evidence that he was even born in Ci- 
balae.?? Yet he remained a quintessential Pannonian, even if of a different 
ilk. In the same way that Gratian and Valentinian were men of the camp, 
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Valens was a man of the country. While his father and brother were cam- 
paigning, Valens apparently stayed on the family estate, which accounts for 
what Ammianus calls his “rustic nature" (an attribute that the historian uses 
to characterize all Pannonians).??? Any military service Valens saw before 363 
was without distinction. Zosimus tells us that empire came as a great shock 
to him, because he had led an inactive life before he shouldered its burdens; 
Ammianus confirms this, saying that Valens was “schooled in neither mili- 
tary nor liberal disciplines."??* 

Valens's only attested military post before 364 was that ofimperial guards- 
man, protector domesticus. Testimony comes in two passages in Socrates and 
one in John of Antioch, which claim that Valens, like his brother and indeed 
Jovian, suffered at the hands of Julian for confessing the Christian faith while 
a guardsman.??5 The story is, as we have seen in the case of Valentinian, sus- 
pect, and this naturally calls Valens's service into question. But other indi- 
cations hint that Valens was indeed in the army prior to 364. He was in Nico- 
media on March 1, 364, when his brother appointed him tribune of the 
stable.?*° This was too soon after Valentinian's proclamation, five days ear- 
lier, for Valens to have made the journey from his home around Sirmium. 
Since there was no reason for him to have been in or near this part of Asia 
unless he were following the imperial comitatus, one can assume that he was 
in the army. Valens also seems to have been acquainted with the count of 
the domestici Dagalaifus, who knew him well enough to question his qualifi- 
cations for empire from the outset of his brother's rule.??” It is thus likely that 
Socrates and John of Antioch were right. Indeed, of all the accounts on the 
confession of the future emperors, the tradition reported by these two seems 
closest to some reality. Valens and even Jovian—although not Valentinian— 
seem to have resisted an order by Julian to sacrifice in Antioch, without, how- 
ever, suffering serious consequences.??* 

If we accept that Valens was indeed a protector domesticus, we might specu- 
late that he was recruited in 359, when Constantius, then at Sirmium, was 
mustering huge numbers of troops in preparation for an eastern expedi- 
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tion.?? This would explain both the testimony that Valens had little military 
experience —four and a half years—and the implication that he was with the 
eastern army in early March 364. It certainly seems reasonable that Gratian 
could have helped Valens to win a place in his old unit. The sons of veterans 
were in any case legally obliged to serve, but influential fathers could lighten 
the burden by winning fashionable positions for their children.?°® If Valens 
was so fortunate, he is unlikely to have survived Julian's cuts in the guard 
corps in 362. Even so, dismissal from the guards would not have meant ex- 
pulsion from the army. In fact, neither John of Antioch nor Socrates say that 
Valens was expelled for confessing the faith. Julian had a war to fight, and 
every available man was retained. Later, Valens and his court probably glossed 
this demotion as the outcome of his defense of the faith. Ultimately, it was 
simply a demotion. 

At some point, Valens married a soldier's daughter named Domnica. She 
bore him three children, two daughters, Anastasia and Carosa, and a son, whom 
Valens named after his brother. We have no terminus post quem for the date of 
the marriage nor any evidence for the birth dates of the daughters, although 
the boy is known to have been born in 366.??! We can assume that Valens was 
married before he took the throne, because he appointed his father-in-law, 
an ex-legionary commander named Petronius, to the rank of patricius at the 
start of his reign. Domnica was a Christian and, like Valens, an “Arian.”??? A few 
fourth-century inscriptions indicate that Christians named Petronia, Petronilla, 
and Petronius lived in Sirmium.?? Since the names are not typical of Pannonia, 
it is tempting to associate Domnica's family with these Sirmians. Valentinian 
certainly had connections in that city, and, as we have seen, there is reason to 
suspect that he may have moved there after the loss of Gratian's estate. Valens 
may have as well. Domnica outlived her husband, and she is mentioned as alive 
by Chrysostom still in 381.” She had come a long way from soldier’s daugh- 
ter to empress, but she never lost touch with her family's military background. 
After Valens's death at Adrianople, we meet her distributing arms to volun- 
teers in Constantinople to help defend the city against the Goths.?*? 

Although he had been compelled to service, Valens's heart was on the 
farm. He probably never forgot Constantius's appropriation of his family's 
estate. Ammianus's obituary of him is hardly glittering, but the one virtue 
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that he extols unreservedly in Valens is his dedication to fair administration: 
"[H]e was an extremely just guardian of the provinces, each of which he kept 
free from harm as if it were his own household."?*? Themistius understood 
perfectly why Valens was so solicitous of landholders. In 368, he explained 
that Valens's generous tax relief measures were rooted in the emperor's past: 


Shall I tell you the reason for this? It is because you had charge of a household 
before a palace and transferred your experience from the lesser to the greater 
field. [They say] ... one should first hold the oar before taking the helm in 
hand. But there is no need for you to seek men to teach you with how much 
sweat farmers earn a hemiekton, an amphiekton, and an amphoreus, a single bronze 
coin or a stater of silver or—what most men dearly love to see—of gold.??7 


The orator goes on to compare Valens to “Numa’—a mistake for Cincinnatus— 
whom *the Roman senate snatched from his team as he ploughed in his shirt 
and clothed in the purple." As we shall see in chapter 6, this agricultural ex- 
pertise gave Valens distinct advantages when it came to managing the empire. 

Valentinian had this in mind when he awarded his brother the post of tri- 
bune of the stable. It has been argued that this job was little more than a 
sinecure. Fight tribuni or comites stabuli are securely attested for the fourth 
century. Four of these were under the Valentiniani, and three were some- 
how connected with the family: Valens was the first, followed by Cerealis and 
Constantianus, brothers of Valentinian's second wife, Justina.” These fairly 
clear-cut cases of nepotism have led to speculation that the only qualification 
one needed to be tribunus stabuli was the right family.??? Yet tribuni stabuli 
were charged with important responsibilities. They ranked with the tribunes 
of the Scholae Palatinae and had regular contact with these.?*? This meant 
that tribuni stabuli were at the emperor's side in peace and war—at least two 
were slain in the line of duty in the fourth century.?*! They were also charged 
with overseeing the collection of horses not only for the imperial court but 
for the entire cavalry. If nothing else then, a tribunus stabuli had to know some- 
thing about horses.?*? 
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Valens, and indeed Valentinian, apparently did. From the beginning of 
their administration, they overhauled the levying of horses from the prov- 
inces, and Valens later refined the process even further. He also divided the 
province of Cappadocia to rein in control of the imperial horse ranches 
there.?? A quaint passage from Theodoret even tells us that Valens had a fa- 
vorite horse, which, when it fell ill with a urinary problem, caused great grief 
to the emperor. Valens's tribunus stabuli summoned veterinarians, and when 
these failed to cure the beast, he was forced to pay a secret visit to the Nicene 
ascetic Aphraates, who effected a miraculous cure. When Valens learned of 
this during his regular visit to the stable that evening, he was too elated to 
attack his officer for consulting the troublesome monk.?** Of course, none 
of this proves that Valens had raised horses, but it would not be surprising 
if he had. Pannonia was after all rich in iumenta, as the Expositio totius mundi 
reveals.? Illyricum was famous for producing cavalry detachments in the 
fourth century, and Valentinian himself served in a cavalry unit of the pala- 
tine guards.?*° Some Pannonian villae, most notably Parndorf, played host 
to horse breeders, and the Sevso platter, whose inscription is translated above, 
prominently features a prize horse.?*7 The evidence is not conclusive, but it 
points in a general direction. Themistius tells us certainly that Valens had 
experience as an estate manager, and other evidence may pinpoint his ex- 
pertise even further as an equestrian specialist. 

Valens and Valentinian were thus products of their background. Pan- 
nonia, "strong in men and prosperous in land," had nursed the one to be 
a soldier and the other to be a farmer. Valentinian, like his father, had ex- 
perienced the ups and downs of imperial military service, for which his very 
fiber seemed to have been formed. Ultimately, it was this service that car- 
ried him to the throne. Valens, by contrast, had only served under com- 
pulsion and without great success. His strength was in the management of 
land, and he would put this to good use when he took control of the east. 
Unfortunately, his rustic background was not quite adequate to empire. The 
virtues required of an emperor were many, and the very rural simplicity that 
was his strong suit would prove a liability when he faced the urbane refine- 
ment of the eastern aristocracy and the hazardous complications of impe- 
rial rule. 
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THE IMPERIAL COURTS: ILLYRIANS AND PROFESSIONALS 


When Julian went east in 361, Valentinian was only one of a host of Illyrians 
whom the brash new emperor had dismissed or kept from office. We have seen 
that the casualties also included Jovian's father, Varronian, and his father- 
in-law, Lucillianus.?* Marcellus, another Illyrian who had served as magister 
equitum et peditum in Gaul during the first year of Julian’s residence there, 
had also provoked the Caesar's wrath and was eventually sent home to 
Serdica.?? Nor had this extinguished Julian’s animosity toward Marcellus, 
for once he became Augustus, he targeted the ex-general's son and executed 
him for conspiracy.” Serenianus, another Illyrian who, like Lucillianus, was 
implicated in the murder of Julian’s half-brother Gallus, was also being held 
in “retirement” when Jovian came to power.??! Many Illyrians had been kept 
down under Julian, and these men had cause to rejoice when the Apostate 
was replaced by a ruler of their own stock. 

Their sense of optimism was not ill-founded. As we would expect, Jovian 
quickly began appointing his fellow countrymen to positions of power??? 
Some of these were relatives, men like Lucillianus and another in-law named 
Ianuarius—both given military commands—and Jovian's own son, Varro- 
nian, consul in 364.” It is probable that Jovian also appointed the Panno- 
nian Viventius of Siscia as his quaestor and almost certain that he named Ur- 
sacius, a Dalmatian, to the key post of magister officiorum.??* Both positions 
were extremely close to the emperor, the one controlling the drafting of con- 
stitutions, the other coordinating the various palatine offices and access to 
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them.?? With these two installed at the gates of power, it is little wonder that 
Illyrians soon began to populate high offices. 

As we might expect, with the installation of Valentinian and Valens, this 
new tide from the Balkans continued to rise. We have already seen that when 
Jovian expired, three more Illyrians were on the short list to fill his position, 
Aequitius, lanuarius—just mentioned—and Valentinian.?9? When Valentin- 
ian was selected, the same Aequitius, who knew Valentinian as a fellow scu- 
tarius (guardsman), and another Pannonian, the numerarius (accountant) 
Leo, quickly stepped in *as Pannonians and supporters of the emperor des- 
ignate" to secure approval for Valentinian from the troops in Nicaea.??" Both 
were duly rewarded, Leo with a promotion to notarius (stenographer) and 
later magister officiorum and Aequitius with command of the troops in Illyri- 
cum.?°® Valentinian also retained the Illyrians Viventius and Ursacius in the 
posts Jovian had assigned them, quaestor and magister officiorum. He later pro- 
moted Viventius to urban prefect of Rome and praetorian prefect of Gaul. 
Viventius's nephew Faustinus was also given a post under Valentinian as a 
notarius.” From the very beginning, then, Valentinian enlisted a consider- 
able crop of compatriots to serve his administration. 

The trend continued when, in the late spring of 364, Valentinian and 
Valens marched all the way to Sirmium to apportion the empire and its ad- 
ministrators between them. To be sure, Sirmium had also hosted the divi- 
sion of empire between the sons of Constantine, if for nothing else than be- 
cause it constituted the center point on the east-west axis of the empire. But 
Valentinian and Valens apparently chose it as the locus for their own impe- 
rial division, largely in order to recruit compatriots to their service. It made 
sense to surround oneself with men one knew and could trust, who shared 
a common background and value system. Jovian had hoped for the same 
reason to reach his home in Illyricum in the first year of his rule, and Theo- 
dosius would similarly take an entourage of Nicene Spaniards east with him 
after his election in 379.79 Thus, beginning in 364, Illyrian administrators 
began to crop up in unusual places all across the empire.?9! 

In the west, these administrators stood out most clearly against the land- 
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dentius, a man whose origins are unknown but who had also served in the Scutarii and thus 
befriended Valentinian, AM 26.5.14. 

258. PLRE I, Leo 1, with Clauss 1981, 165-66; Flavius Equitius 2. 

259. PLRE I, Faustinus 9. 

260. Matthews 1967; 1975, 94-96, 108-15. 

261. Alföldi 1952, 13-27; Matthews 1975, 32-55. 
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scape of Italy, which had generally been dominated by Italian aristocrats.?9? 
For example, some time in the first year of Valentinian's administration, the 
Pannonian Maximinus of Sopianae was appointed to the governorship of 
Corsica.?9? Over the next five years, he continued to climb the ladder of office 
as governor of Sardinia, governor of the senatorial province of Tuscia, pre- 
fect of the Roman grain supply, vicar of Rome, and, eventually, praetorian 
prefect of Gaul, where his tenure lasted through the end of the reign. These 
were no small achievements for a man of “the most insignificant birth" whose 
father, of barbarian descent, had been a mere secretary in the office of the 
governor of Valeria.?9* Maximinus brought with him Illyrian friends and fam- 
ily. During his tenure in Rome, he secured marriage into a senatorial fam- 
ily for his son, Marcellianus, and later won the post of duke of Valeria for 
the young man.?® In addition, a certain Valentinianus, no relation to the 
emperor but rather a brother-in-law of Maximinus, was appointed consular 
governor of Picenum.?66 

Maximinus apparently also initiated into Italian politics another Pan- 
nonian, Leo, the same man whose canvassing had helped hold down the 
throne for Valentinian in 364. When Valentinian promoted Maximinus to 
vicar of Rome, Leo was dispatched to assist him, and he was later appointed 
magister officiorum from 971 until 376. By 375, he was powerful enough to 
make a bid, albeit unsuccessful, to snatch the praetorian prefecture of Italy, 
Illyricum, and Africa from the senatorial grandee Petronius Probus.? The 
fact that Leo had been seconded to Maximinus in Rome, that he later moved 
to Trier around the same time as Maximinus, and that he held his post as 
master of the offices for almost the same tenure that Maximinus was prae- 
torian prefect implies that the two enjoyed a bond of friendship.?9? This they 
shared with another man from the region, Simplicius of Emona (Ljubljana), 
just west of the Pannonian border. Simplicius's association with Maximinus 


262. Matthews 1975, 39; Chastagnol 1982, 186. 

263. PLRE I, Maximinus 7, with revisions suggested at Barnes 1998, 241-43. 

264. AM 28.1.5. To replace Maximinus as vicar of Rome, Valentinian appointed PLRE I's 
Ursicinus 6. Although there is no proof that Ursicinus was Illyrian, his name is typical of the 
region (Mócsy 1985, 63), and Valentinian seems to have had a propensity for promoting Illyr- 
ian vicars of Rome in the 370s. PLRE’s Paulus Constantius 11, Valentinian's proconsularis Africae 
in 374, may also have been Illyrian, given that he was buried at Salona (CIL 3.9506 = ILS 1287). 

265. AM 28.1.34-35 with PLRE I Marcellianus 2. The son married the stepdaughter of Max- 
iminus's friend PLRE I Victorinus 5, the daughter of PLRE I Anepsia (which misprints Max- 
iminus as the name of the bridegroom). 

266. The identification between the consularis Piceni, PLRE I, Valentinianus 2, and the rebel, 
PLRE I, Valentinus 5 (Maximini coniugis frater), is plausibly conjectured at Demandt 1972, 90, 
and Matthews 1975, 38 n. 6, the former of whom correctly identifies the correct spelling of the 
name. 

267. AM 30.5.10, with PLRE I, Leo 1. 

268. Ammianus frequently associates the two (28.1.12, 41, 30.2.10-11). 
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dated at least to the first years of the new administration when he served as 
Maximinus’s consiliarius. It may have gone back even further if it was Sim- 
plicius, a former grammaticus, who provided Maximinus with the “moderate 
study of liberal learning” that Ammianus ascribes to him.?*? Simplicius’s ca- 
reer included the governorship of Numidia Constantina and the vicariate 
of Rome, positions normally reserved for Roman senatorials. The western 
court was thus not wanting for men from the region of Valentinian's birth. 

This is not, however, to say that there was an ironclad contingent of Illyr- 
ians. Maximinus, for example, won his son's appointment as duke of Valeria 
by carping at his fellow Pannonian, Aequitius.?"? Leo's bid for the praetorian 
prefecture was eventually dismissed by Valentinian.?"! Faustinus, the nephew 
of the prefect Viventius, was executed at Carnuntum for magic in 375, and 
Maximinus's in-law Valentinianus faced exile to Britain and later execution 
when he raised a revolt there.?7? Such incidents clearly demonstrate that there 
was never a seamless Illyrian front; such were not the terms of fourth-cen- 
tury politics. Any imperial appointment was precarious, and one could fall 
from favor as fast as one had gained it. More important, there is no evidence 
that Valentinian walled himself in with Illyrians in the first place. Rather, he 
introduced a number of men from his homeland into positions they might 
not otherwise have enjoyed. In so doing, he changed the quality of western 
government, in some places profoundly, in others very little. 

If it is difficult to speak of an “Illyrian front" in the western empire, it is 
even more so in the case of the east. There are simply fewer known Illyrians 
in the eastern administration.?? Here again, this comes as no surprise. The 
part of the east that Valens controlled constituted only one of the three prae- 
torian prefectures common in the fourth century, and it was the one where 
Illyrians, as Latin speakers, were of least use. Furthermore, with the excep- 
tion of Constantinople, the east had its own traditions of local and regional 
office-holding, which were not as pliant to the introduction of outsiders as 
were those in regions like Gaul or Spain. Finally, if we are to believe Ammi- 


269. AM 28.1.45: "Maximini consiliarius ex grammatico"; 28.1.52: "et consiliario suo et am- 
ico," with AM 28.1.6: “mediocre studium liberalium doctrinarum"; cf. 28.1.46. See also Tom- 
lin 1973, 263-65, on the relationship between Maximinus, Simplicius, and Leo. 

270. AM 29.6.3. Aequitius's career did not, however, suffer a setback, for he remained in 
office at least until Valentinian's death in 375 (see AM 30.6.2; Epit. 45.10; Zos. 4.19.1). 

271. AM 30.5.10. Probus remained praetorian prefect after the incident (AM 30.5.4, 11) 
and until after Valentinian's death (see Ruf. HE 2.12; Tomlin 1973, 39 n. 47). 

272. On Faustinus, see AM 30.5.11-12. On Valentinianus, see AM 28.3.4-6, 30.7.10; Jer. 
Chron. s.a. 371, misdated for 369; Zos. 4.12.2; Jord. Rom. 308. 

273. Tomlin 1973, 63-65. Contrast Alföldi 1952, 17: "If men from Pannonia and the neigh- 
boring lands swarmed round Valentinian, such friends and relatives seem to have been present 
in even greater numbers in the entourage of Valens," an unsupported pronouncement that is 
patently wrong. 
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anus, Valens was attentive and eager to ensure that people should not win 
promotions because of their “relations” ( propinquitas).?"* 

This last statement seems odd, given the evidence. Although few Pan- 
nonians are registered in Valens's court, most of those we know of were his 
relatives. Ammianus tells us that a certain Aequitius, Valens's cura palatii in 
378, was “related” (propinquus) to the emperor, probably by blood.?” We can 
also document a concentration of officials drawn from the family of Valens's 
wife, Domnica. Her father, Petronius, although never assigned to an official 
post, was granted the title patricius early on and placed in charge of impor- 
tant operations.?? Ammianus has it that Petronius was also at the center of a 
larger factio that engineered the replacement of Julian's comrade Sallustius 
Secundus as praetorian prefect in the late summer of 365.277 We might sus- 
pect that this group consisted largely of Pannonians, although proof is lack- 
ing. Petronius was an old soldier, an ugly man with a disposition to match his 
appearance and a love of money unrivaled by his son-in-law. Unfortunately, 
his personality made the ex-tribune a liability, and his harsh exactions at the 
beginning of the reign set the stage for the revolt of the usurper Procopius. 
In its aftermath, Valens was forced to diminish his father-in-law’s role.?79 Even 
so, Petronius's family was not entirely removed from the circle of power. In 
the 370s, a man named Eusebius, who was serving as the vicar of Pontica, at- 
tempted to have Basil of Caesarea flogged. A late commentator claims that 
he was the uncle of Valens's wife, Domnica.??? Perhaps another in-law finds 
mention in Libanius, who refers to a Domnicus among a group of Valens's 
officers, whose visits he was at pains to avoid in the 370s.?9? Yet another rela- 
tive by marriage, a different Procopius, was apparently prefect of the city of 
Constantinople in 377 and remained in the political limelight into the 


274. AM 31.14.2: “pervigil et anxius semper ne quis propinquitatem praetendens altius 
semet efferret." The same is said of Valentinian, AM 30.9.2; cf. Tomlin 1973, 270. 
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emperor and highest officials of his court; cf. Enßlin 1934; A. H. M. Jones 1964, 106, 528, 534, 
1225 n. 28; Piganiol 1972, 346-47. 

277. AM 26.7.4. 

278. Petronius's role was reduced at the same time that Valens called Sallustius back into 
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279. The incident is mentioned at Greg. Naz. Or. 43.55-57. The commentator Nicetas of 
Serra provided the name of the governor and his relation to Domnica; see Prunaeus 1571, Or. 
XXX In laudem Basilii p. 522 n. 77. Cf. PLRE I, Eusebius 19. 

280. Lib. Or. 2.9 (a. 381). 
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390s.??! Despite Petronius's early setback, then, his family retained some 
influence.??? Given this, we must concede that Valens was not entirely inno- 
cent of appointing people based on propinquitas. But Ammianus was also not 
entirely wrong to assert that he avoided nepotism. With the exception of Petro- 
nius and the prefect Procopius, none of Valens's relations was assigned a par- 
ticularly powerful post, and even Petronius did not hold an actual office. The 
others of whom we know held jobs in the middle or lower ranks of the im- 
perial bureaucracy. This is neither unusual nor disturbing. Not even the em- 
peror was above taking care of family;?*° on the contrary, as Valentinian con- 
sidered when he made his brother Valens Augustus, family could be trusted. 

The same was true of fellow countrymen more broadly. Like Valentinian, 
Valens was naturally eager to enlist compatriots. His first count of the domestici, 
the Pannonian Serenianus, appealed to Valens precisely “because of his sim- 
ilarity of character and common homeland."?** Another local, Flavianus, pre- 
fect of Egypt from 364 until 366, stands out as the only Illyrian known to 
have held the Egyptian prefecture since before Constantine.” Valens's 
confidant Festus of Tridentum (Trent), although not of Pannonian descent, 
might also be listed among the circle. He had served with Valentinian's 
henchman Maximinus in the office of the praetorian prefect at Sirmium.?59 
And Festus apparently brought with him another Tridentine, Fidelius, who 
served with him in Syria as well.28” These, together with the relatives listed 
above, formed a notable, although far from overwhelming, coterie from the 
area around Pannonia. 


Nevertheless, with the exception of these and a few other westerners,?®® 


281. PLRE I, Procopius 9, referring to Zos. 5.9.3-5: Tod nev Baowréws ... OùdAevros 
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the vicarius Ponticae; cf. Hauser-Meury 1960, s.v. Procopius II. 
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speaking Christian families common in fourth-century Sirmium; cf. Barkóczi 1964, 285; Balla 
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283. Valentinian also appointed his in-laws Cerealis and Constantianus, not to mention his 
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285. PLRE I, Flavianus 3. 

286. PLRE I, Festus 3; AM 29.2.22: “in nexum germanitatis a Maximino dilectus ut sodalis 
et contogatus." Cf. Tomlin 1973, 264. 

287. PLRE I, Fidelius, with Lib. Or. 1.163: qv nev Qjorov sroAirys . 

288. There were also two Italians (PLRE I, Nebridius 1 and Auxonius 1) and two Gauls who 
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Valens's court was largely run by men from the east. Valens's provincial gov- 
ernors were, as we would expect, largely of eastern origin, and, because Valens 
never returned to the west after 364, his palatine officials were drawn in- 
creasingly from the east as well. This meant that, with the passing of time, 
the eastern emperor became increasingly isolated in his own empire. Given 
that, as we shall see, he did not speak Greek, he was dependent on bilingual 
staff to communicate with his own government, and these tended to be na- 
tive Latin speakers from the west. As a result of the Procopius revolt in 365- 
66, he lost his two closest Pannonian aides, his father-in-law Petronius and 
his Pannonian comes domesticorum, Serenianus. As time passed and further 
westerners fell away, Valens must have felt even more isolated. This sense of 
isolation probably helped push him to focus elsewhere for allies. 

These he found in the tight circle of professional bureaucrats he used to 
fill important offices in the latter part of his reign. The most striking thing 
about this group is not just that most were bureaucrats, rather than aristo- 
crats, but that all held office for unusually long tenures. The proconsulship 
of Asia, for example, a post that had often crowned the career of eastern 
aristocrats, was tied down from 366 until 378 by just three of Valens's men, 
two of them bureaucrats and one of these a westerner of low birth.?*? Valens's 
magister officiorum Sophronius held his post from 369 until 378;?9? the comes 
rei privatae (count of the imperial privy purse) Fortunatianus remained in 
office from 370 until 377; and the praetorian prefect Domitius Modestus 
kept his office from 370 until 377.79! Similarly, the bureaucrat Flavius Eu- 
tolmius Tatianus held a continuous string of offices from 367 until after 
Valens's death in 378, including a combined post that simultaneously oc- 
cupied the positions of consular governor of Syria and comes orientis (count 
of the east) in the early 370s. His tenure as comes sacrarum largitionum (count 
of the imperial treasury) lasted through the last four years of Valens's 
reign.?? Tatianus's friend Aburgius would also have been the subject of envy, 


289. For Clearchus, Eutropius, and Festus, see Malcus 1967, 109-16. Clearchus's dates as 
proconsul Asiae are uncertain. PLRE is mistaken in associating Clearchus with the proconsul 
(Anonymus 44) mentioned at Eunap. Hist. fr. 29.2 (Blockley), which it misdates from 363 to 
367/68; cf. Blockley 1981-83, 2: 137 n. 69. On the importance of the proconsular governor- 
ship of Asia in the senatorial careers of eastern aristocrats, see Malcus 1967, 143-54; Chastag- 
nol 1982, 181-82. 

290. PLRE I, Sophronius 3, with Clauss 1981, 190-1. 

291. PLRE I, Fortunatianus 1; cf. Delmaire 1989, 57-59. PLRE I, Domitius Modestus 2, is 
surely wrong to move Modestus's appointment as praetorian prefect to August 369 on the 
strength of an emendation to CTh 11.30.35. Modestus was in fact urban prefect of Constan- 
tinople at the time, as Cons. Consp. s.a. 369 reveals. On this question, see Dagron 1974, 246; 
Pergami 1993, 476—77, 516-17; Errington 2000, 902-3. 

292. PLRE I, Fl. Eutolmius Tatianus 5; cf. Delmaire 1989, 62-67; Roueché 1989, 50-52. 
Compare the western senatorial PLRE I, Sex. Claudius Petronius Probus 5, who tied up key 
offices in a similar fashion. 
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given that he seems to have served as quaestor from 369 until 374.7%? Thus 
between Sophronius, Fortunatianus, Modestus, Tatianus, and Aburgius, 
Valens filled his top five palatine offices with the same five men for most of 
the latter half of his reign.?? 

Indeed, both Valentinian and Valens were notorious among contempo- 
raries for retaining officials for long tenures. Ammianus called the latter *ex- 
cessively slow in proffering and taking away offices.”?” Indeed for Valens, 
the restriction of access to office seems to have been a matter of stated pol- 
icy. In this vein Themistius trumpeted: 


Itis for this reason that you have brought about a dearth of office seekers; now 
no market for offices is open, nor are governorships announced for sale like 
market goods, but the ancient dignity has returned to justice and experience. 
And if anyone is found to possess these qualities, he will have no need to peti- 
tion for codicils of appointment but will serve the common good even against 
his inclination.?96 


Although the orator lauded Valens's circumspection, office seekers would 
have been less quick to praise, especially because this slowness to shuffle re- 
placements into the administration was part of a broader trend that favored 
professional bureaucrats and soldiers over arisocrats.?97 To be sure, some mea- 
sure of efficiency was gained, but those of senatorial background, who ex- 
pected high office almost as a birthright, would have been downright in- 
dignant. Valentinian and Valens gummed up the patronage machine and in 
so doing won the wrath of the traditional elite. 

Undaunted by aristocratic discomfiture, Valentinian imposed on Rome a 
series of nonsenatorial urban prefects and vicars who dominated these strong- 
holds of the senatorial career??? He and Valens also reserved the consulship 
for themselves, their sons, and their generals, excepting one western sena- 


293. PLRE I, Aburgius. Aburgius's exact title and the dates of his administration are not 
certain; cf. Delmaire 1989, 61-62. Pergami 1993, xxxii, even questions whether Valens had a 
quaestor, which seems unnecessarily speculative. 

294. Haehling 1978, 561, points out that Valens and Arcadius ruled the east for the same 
number of years, but that whereas fifty-five holders of high office are known under Arcadius, 
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295. AM 31.14.2; cf. Epit. 46.3: “mutare iudices rarius." 
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tor, Petronius Probus in 371, and one eastern bureaucrat, Modestus in 9/7 2.79? 
Aristocratic resentment would also have been aroused when Valentinian and 
Valens enacted a law in 372 to equate high-ranking bureaucratic and mili- 
tary officials with their senatorial counterparts. Magistri militum and praeto- 
rian prefects were equalized in status with the prefect of Rome and the top 
four palatine posts, together with the comites rei militaris, were ranked above 
senatorial proconsuls.?? Even military duces were granted senatorial status 
as clarissimi?! None of these measures would have sat well with an elite anx- 
ious to preserve its status by monopolizing offices and honors. 

The senatorial elite felt particularly threatened by a notoriously ambitious 
group of climbers, the lawyers. The primary springboard for launching a 
lawyer’s career in the imperial service was the legal office of the sacra scrinia, 
especially the key position of the magister memoriae and the related post of 
quaestor in the consistory. These jobs required juristic knowledge, which was 
best sought among bureaucrats, and, though emperors did not always look 
to such bureaucrats, Valentinian and Valens usually did. Because the holders 
of these posts acted as mouthpieces of imperial policy, they often won both 
rank and influence quickly. Indeed, many professionals appointed by Valen- 
tinian and Valens, usually men of modest provincial backgrounds, experienced 
meteoric rises.°°? Under Valentinian, for example, the Mauretanian lawyer 
Eupraxius went from magister memoriae to quaestor, to urban prefect of Rome.??* 
Sextius Rusticus Julianus, a new man from Gaul, began his career as magister 
memoriae and went on to enjoy prestigious senatorial posts as proconsul of 
Africa and, after Valentinian’s reign, urban prefect. In the process, he amassed 
wealth enough to make him the equal of the Roman elite, but he could never 
escape the censure of elitists like Ammianus.*°! The most obvious example 
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of such arrivistes was once again the Pannonian Maximinus, who rose from 
the depths of obscurity to the heights of power, taking as his starting point 
his mastery of the law. He, too, despite the attainment of the highest offices 
and the arrangement of an aristocratic marriage for his son, became a target 
of abuse from the aristocrats whose status he threatened.°° 

Similar criticisms were lodged against the professionals used by Valens. 
Lawyers were extremely important to Valens, whose inability to speak the lin- 
gua franca of the east was compounded by his lack of legal learning. Early 
in his reign, he compensated for these handicaps with the aid of an easterner 
who had acquired Latin while studying in Rome, Eutropius.?? Eutropius, 
who was probably first promoted to magister memoriae by Valens,??? eventually 
became proconsul of Asia, and although he was dismissed during the magic 
trials of 372, he later won his way back into imperial service as praetorian 
prefect and consul under Gratian. Valens's close confidant Festus offers an 
even more striking story. Like his comrade Maximinus, Festus came "of the 
lowest and most obscure parentage,” studied law, and used his training as a 
barrister to win promotion to a senatorial position, consular governor of 
Syria.°° From this post, Festus was promoted to magister memoriae in succes- 
sion to Eutropius and eventually followed Eutropius as proconsul of Asia, 
ca. 372. Eunapius tells us that he was not dismissed from this post until af- 
ter Valens's death in 378.°" His six-year term in this coveted senatorial po- 
sition was unprecedented and galled eastern aristocrats: the Sardian philoso- 
pher and historian Eunapius regarded Festus’s freak death, which followed 
shortly after his dismissal, as a punishment by Nemesis for his bad behavior 
toward revered easterners such as Julian's court philosopher Maximus.?!? 

Festus, a western careerist, probably assumed the post of governor of Syria 
in 365 from Marcianus, an easterner who, according to Libanius, had won 
office under Julian because of “his rhetorical talent."?!! This was an attribute 
that Festus did not enjoy. He had never learned Greek, a disadvantage that 
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311. Lib. Ep. 1282: êk rob Övvaodaı Aéyew; PLRE I, Marcianus 7, with Norman 1958, 74—75. 
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elicited sarcasm from Libanius, whom Festus had tormented while serving 
in Syria??? Festus's Tridentine friend and fellow bureaucrat Fidelius also pro- 
voked Libanius, who called him a “country bumpkin."?? Ammianus likewise 
described Valens's praetorian prefect Domitius Modestus as *of a boorish na- 
ture refined by no reading of the ancient writers.”?!? Such was the eastern 
aristocratic assessment of these upstart careerists. Libanius had always been 
grumpy about such types, especially when they had studied law rather than 
rhetoric. In his judgment, such narrow-minded professionals had bypassed 
the traditional pursuit of paideia, formerly the hallmark of aristocratic 
power.?!? Similar hauteur had led Julian to take direct action against the ten- 
dency to hire bureaucrats. As Libanius crowed: “Seeing that men full of po- 
etry, prose, and subjects from which the art of government could be learned 
had been slighted, [Julian] once more put them in charge of the provinces."?!6 
The problem, in Libanius's eyes, was that Valentinian and Valens once again 
replaced them with “savages who, for all their skill in shorthand, had not a 
scrap of sense." 

Indeed, the Pannonian emperors made public their interest in dredging 
law schools to fill their pool of administrative talent. In his edict laying out 
guidelines for the conduct of students at Rome, Valentinian specifically de- 
manded that a list of the best and brightest be submitted to his sacra scrinia 
annually in order to facilitate recruiting.?!" In so doing, he continued a trend 
characteristic of the fourth century by filling posts with men of talent and 
ambition, even if their backgrounds and professional training were unac- 
ceptable to pedigreed notables.?!® 

Of course, Valens's administration was no more composed solely of pro- 
fessional bureaucrats than of Pannonians. The imperial government was far 
too large and lumbering for Valentinian and Valens to pack it exclusively with 
men cast from a single mould. Indeed, many positions were simply filled by 
those who were closest to hand and capable of serving. These often included 
precisely the traditional aristocrats who could be so indignant when the 


312. Lib. Or. 1.156: ó èv otv davis EAAdSos drepos qv, 6 Boros, maparaiwv dvOpwros. 

313. PLRE I, Fidelius. Lib. Or. 1.169-65: dypıos ámvÜpeorros . 

314. AM 30.4.2. Libanius was more charitable; see references in Seeck, Briefe, 213-18. 

315. Lib. Or. 2.43-46; cf. 49.29, 52.10-16, 62.8, 10, 51; Ep. 1224. For a full catalogue of 
such passages, see Festugiere 1959, 410-12; Teitler 1985, 24-29. For analysis, see esp. Brown 
1992, 35-70. 

316. Lib. Or. 18.157-8; cf. Pan. Lat. 3 [11].21.2. See also Lib. Or. 42.23-25 for a vitriolic 
catalogue of the “low-born” sorts of men Constantius employed; cf. Pan. Lat. 3 [11].20.1-4, 
25.1-5. For more on the problems created by the redefinition of elite status in late antiquity, 
see Rapp and Salzmann 2000. 

317. CTh14.9.1. 

318. Onthecreation ofthe bureaucratic career in the fourth century, see Chastagnol 1982, 
174-80; Heather 1994; 1998; Kelly 1998, 171-75; Garnsey and Humfress. 2001, 36-49. 
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offices they sought were assumed by less well-heeled professionals. Thus, a 
circle of local notables from Gaul blossomed in Valentinian's court at Trier 
and came to flourish under Gratian,?? and similar regional entourages 
evolved around Valens. In passing through Cappadocia in 365 and several 
more times between 370 and 378, Valens came into contact with the bur- 
geoning crop of qualified men that province produced in the fourth cen- 
tury. His magister officiorum for the better part of his reign was a Cappado- 
cian from Caesarea, Sophronius. With Sophronius came his fellow Caesarean 
Aburgius, quaestor around 369 and perhaps Valens's last praetorian prefect 
in succession to Modestus.??? Another friend of Sophronius’s, Caesarius— 
brother of Gregory of Nazianzus—served as a court doctor and later on the 
staff of the governor of Bithynia under Valens.**! Sophronius's successor as 
magister officiorum, Himerius, may also have been Cappadocian.??? Finally, For- 
tunatianus, Valens's comes rei privatae, has been identified as a Cappadocian.??? 
Naturally, our information about Cappadocian officials is colored by the for- 
tunate survival of the massive corpora of the Cappadocian Fathers. One can 
imagine that if Libanius had not systematically destroyed his correspondence 
for the period, we might find that more of his Syrian friends also held office 
under Valens than his disdain would lead us to expect.??* Indeed, for all his 
foibles, Valens was an eminently practical man, and one can only imagine 
that in his quest for efficiency, he assigned offices to those closest to hand 
and best qualified for the job. 


319. Matthews 1975, 51, 56-87; Sivan 1993, 97-114. 

320. PLRE I, Sophronius 3 and Aburgius. 

321. PLRE I, Caesarius 2; Calvet-Sebasti 1995, 49. 

322. PLRE I, Himerius 5. Basil Ef. 274 implies that Himerius was a fellow Cappadocian. 

323. PLRE I, Fortunatianus 1; identified by Sievers 1868, 131 n. 38, with the Cappadocian 
who saved Libanius from charges of excessively praising Julian (cf. Or.1.138). 

324. In fact, Valens's praetorian prefect Domitius Modestus, his comes rei privatae Fortuna- 
tianus, and his comes sacrarum largitionum and prefect of the city of Constantinople Vindaonius 
Magnus were all friends of Libanius's, and the last was a former pupil. 


Chapter 2 


The Revolt of Procopius 


PROCOPIUS'S UPRISING 


Valens faced a major challenge to his power as early as the second year of 
his reign. A usurper named Procopius, who claimed blood relations with the 
house of Constantine, had himself proclaimed in Constantinople and quickly 
assembled an army large enough to pose a serious threat. Over the next eight 
months, from late 365 until mid 366, Valens was forced to turn all of his at- 
tention to this problem. In a century filled with usurpation attempts, that of 
Procopius stands out as perhaps the least typical. It was unusual both because 
it arose in the east and because it did not germinate in the ranks of the mil- 
itary. It is also distinctive in that abundant sources survive to help reconstruct 
both the events of the revolt and how they were portrayed at the time. Nar- 
rative accounts in Ammianus and Zosimus are supplemented by fragments 
of Eunapius, brief notices in the ecclesiastical sources, and, most important, 
two contemporary panegyrics, by Themistius and Symmachus.! These last 
give us a window into the propaganda generated in the aftermath of the re- 
volt and the way it affected contemporary and therefore modern under- 
standings of what happened. The attitudes that later sources take and the 
ambiguities that they leave unanswered are, as we shall see, rooted in con- 
temporary discourse.? 


1. AM 26.5.8-10.19; Zos. 4.4.2-8.4; Eunap. Hist. fr. 34-37 (Blockley); Philostorg. 9.5-8; 
Soc. 4.3, 5; Soz. 6.8.1-4; Epit. 46; Joh. Ant. fr. 184; Oros. 7.32.4; Them. Or. 7; Symm. Or. 1. See 
also Cons. Const. s.a. 365—066; Jer. Chron. s.a. 366; Prosper Chron. 1131; Jord. Rom. 308; Chron. 
pasch. p. 556-57; Cedrenus, p. 542-43; Zon. 13.16; Theoph. a.m. 5859. 

2. For secondary work, see Seeck, Untergang, 46-58; Köhler 1925, 13-24; Solari 1932d; 
1933; Nagl, “Val.,” 2100-2106; Ensslin 1957, 252-56; Kurbatov 1958; Stein 1959, 175—706; Pi- 
ganiol 1972, 171—74; Salamon 1972; Austin 1972b; 1979, 88-92; Blockley 1975, 55-61; Grat- 
tarola 1986; Matthews 1989, 191-205; Wiebe 1995, 3-85. 
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Procopius was a relative of Julian's, although it remains uncertain pre- 
cisely what his ties were. Otto Seeck contended that he was a maternal cousin. 
Seeck built his argument on silence: since the sources mention a blood re- 
lationship only to Julian, we can assume that there was none to the Constan- 
tines.? The case is strengthened by a passage from Themistius that makes a 
point of deriding Procopius's “pretense” to Constantinian ancestry and by 
Ammianus's reference to Procopius as a cognatus of the Apostate, a mater- 
nal relation.* Thus, while there is no doubt that Procopius was kin to Julian, 
it seems likely that he had no connection to the agnatic family of the em- 
peror.? This did not, of course, deter him from asserting one. On the con- 
trary, his supposed Constantinian connections became a cornerstone in the 
fabric of his revolt. 

This was not Procopius's only pretense. There was also a rumor circulat- 
ing that Julian had already invested his cousin with the symbols of empire 
prior to Valentinian's and Valens's accession. Before he set off down the Eu- 
phrates on his Persian expedition, Julian had left Procopius with a reserve 
force in Mesopotamia, and some said that he had even consigned to him a 
purple imperial robe (paludamentum purpureum) with the understanding that 
Procopius should take over the empire if he perished. Zosimus reports the 
story as a simple fact, but the more reliable accounts in both Philostorgius 
and Ammianus are careful to distance themselves from this “quite shadowy 
rumor." In fact, a number of sources—including Julian's admirer Libanius— 
make it explicitly clear that, when Julian was asked to name a successor on 


3. Seeck, Untergang, 443. Seeck cites AM 26.7.10, but he fails to mention that this passage 
actually does imply that Procopius claimed (praetendebat) relations with Constantius. Even so, 
because Ammianus portrays the claim as a pretense, Seeck's argument remains valid. It is ac- 
cepted at Ensslin 1957, 252-53; PLRE I, Procopius 4. For other sources on Procopius's rela- 
tionship to Julian, see AM 23.3.2, “propinquo suo . . . Procopio”; cf. 26.6.18, 7.10, 16, 9.3; Lib. 
Or. 24.13: oiketos ... lovAava; Philostorg. 9.5: eis rò roô "IovAavoO yévos dvadépero; Eunap. 
Hist. fr. 34.9 (Blockley): roô ovyyevoüs "IovMavob; Zos. 3.95.2, 4.4.2, 7.1; Zon. 19.16: ó dvediós 
*TovAavod; cf. Symm. Or. 1.22, “usurpator tanti nominis." 

4. Them. Or. 7.92b; AM 26.6.1. 

5. Despite her name, Julian's mother, Basilina had no royal blood (PLRE I, Basilina). If 
PLRE Lis correct that Procopius 1 = Procopius 2 was a relative, the case would be strengthened, 
since Procopius's 1 position as praeses Ciliciae was hardly worthy of imperial blood and Liban- 
ius's mentions of Procopius 2 at Ef. 194 and 319 also indicate circumscribed authority. 

6. AM 23.3.5, 6.2, 24.8.16-17; Zos. 3.12.5, 4.4.2; Lib. Or. 18.214, 260; Malalas 13.21 (p. 
329). On this division of forces, see pp. 161 and 308. 

7. AM 23.3.2: “dicitur . . . nullo arbitrorum admisso occulte paludamentum purpureum 
propinquo suo tradidisse Procopio . . . “; 26.6.2: “mandaratque (ut susurravit obscurior fama, nemo 
enim dicti auctor extitit verus) . . . si subsidia rei Romanae languisse sensisset, imperatorem ipse 
se provideret ocius nuncupari"; Philostorg. 9.5: kai modot dvekwoüvro Aoyıonor THY Bacıeiav 
atT@ Tepıdırrovres, Kal Tovs Aoyiopovs kai Adyou Óiébepov; cf. Zos. 4.4.2-3. For a similar as- 
sessment of this rumor, see Wiebe 1995, 11-20, with bibliography at n. 107, to which add Bow- 
ersock 1978, 109. Procopius himself gave a purple robe to his relative Marcellus (Zos. 4.8.4). 
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his deathbed, he flatly refused.? It seems likely that, here too, Procopius and 
his confidants invented the story to invest the usurpation with a patina of 
the legitimacy that it lacked at its core. 

To say that Procopius's claims to empire were dubious does not deny that 
he had enjoyed successes under the patronage of his Constantinian relatives. 
Under Constantius, Procopius served in the east as a tribunus et notarius, a 
high-level secretary. As an imperial favorite, he quickly advanced to the top 
ranks of this corps, and he was eventually sent on a crucial embassy to Per- 
sia in 358. The assignment certainly indicated a measure of advancement, 
but Procopius's position at this point was hardly exalted. Indeed, Themistius 
would later poke fun of his job “in the eternal post of a secretary, eking out 
his living from pen and ink.” Only with the advent of his cousin did Pro- 
copius's career take off. 

Julian promoted him to comes and gave him joint command of his reserve 
army in Mesopotamia. Ammianus tells us that it was then that this normally 
morose and taciturn character began to aim at greater things.!? During his 
command, Procopius made some forays into Persian-controlled Media, but 
he never linked up with the expeditionary army until after Julian's death 
and the installation of Jovian.!! By this time, the new emperor was firmly 
enough ensconced that any hopes, not to say claims, that Procopius may have 
had had become moot. He had little choice but to accept the election of the 
Illyrian from Singidunum. Perhaps as a reward for his cooperation—or sim- 
ply to get him as far from the army as possible —Jovian charged Procopius 
with transporting Julian's body to Tarsus and burying it there.!? This was his 
last official duty. 

What exactly became of Procopius in the following year and a half is not 
entirely clear and must be pieced together from contradictory sources. Pro- 
copius was certainly in a dangerous position. Being a relative of Julian's, he 
was naturally suspected of being a rival for the throne. If, as has been argued, 
he had also been considered as a candidate for the purple before Jovian ac- 


8. Lib. Or. 18.273; AM 25.3.20; Epit. 43.4. AM 26.6.3 reports that, in the period after Ju- 
lian's death, a falsus rumor was spread that Julian had named Procopius to succeed him with 
his dying breath. See esp. Béranger 1972, 77, 87-92. 

9. Them. Or. 7.86c: év Unoypabews dei woipa diaBiods Ex Tod uelavos Kal THs KaAapidos ; 
cf. Or. 7.90b; AM 26.6.1. On the embassy to Persia, see AM 17.14.3, 18.6.17-19. On the post 
of notarius et tribunus, see A. H. M. Jones 1964, 572-75; Teitler 1985, passim, esp. 27-29 for 
carping at notarii. 

10. AM 26.6.1. On Procopius's morose nature, cf. Them. Or. 7.gob-c, with Sabbah 1978, 
362. 

11. AM 25.8.16; cf. 24.7.8, 25.8.7; Lib. Or. 18.260, with Barnes 1998, 205. 

12. AM 25.9.12-13. Pace Curran 1998, 79, Zos. 3.34.3 is wrong to assert that most of the 
army accompanied Julian's funeral cortege to Tarsus; cf. Paschoud 2.1: 233 n. 102. 
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ceded to the throne in 365,'? his situation would have been doubly precar- 
ious, especially since Jovian had just executed another such rival, also a no- 
tarius. Jovian does not, however, seem to have driven Procopius into hiding, 
although this is far from evident from Ammianus's account. According to 
Ammianus, Jovian made attempts to arrest Procopius following the obse- 
quies for Julian but could not locate him.!* Zosimus reports conversely that, 
once he had buried Julian, Procopius renounced his office as count and ju- 
diciously retreated with his family to their estates near Cappadocian Cae- 
sarea (see map 2). By his account, the order to arrest Procopius only came 
after the accession of Valentinian and Valens, who sent men to capture him 
there. In the event, Procopius narrowly escaped by intoxicating his would- 
be captors and fleeing, eventually to the Tauric Chersonese. Zosimus's de- 
tails about Procopius' retirement seem convincing, but the story of wily es- 
cape and flight to the barbarians smacks of the Greek novel.!? If it is difficult 
to determine which account to believe, it must in part be credited to Pro- 
copius's own skill in evading those who wished to eliminate him. Our an- 
cient sources were probably as uncertain of Procopius's movements in this 
period as were his hunters. 

Moreover, very early on, the propaganda that colors all that we learn of 
Procopius affected the historiography. Ammianus reports that Jovian was al- 
ready concerned about a usurpation by Procopius in 363, and that he has- 
tened to strike his disastrous Persian treaty in order to forestall this.!° His ac- 
count of Jovian's motivations, however, appears to be based on the version of 
events propagated by Valens's own court historians, Eutropius and Festus. In 
the epitomated Roman histories they wrote for Valens, both also charged that 
Jovian’s fear of Procopius drove him to agree to the Persian treaty. Whether 
Jovian's usurpation worries were actually to blame for the giveaway of 363 
thus becomes murky. Valens and his ministers—who themselves faced Pro- 
copius and then Jovian's problematic treaty— certainly wanted to link the two, 
but more than likely, they were retrojecting their own anxieties onto Valens's 
predecessor after vaguer fears of a usurpation became reality. 

This is not to deny that both Valentinian and Valens feared Procopius and 


13. Neri 1985b, 157-63. 

14. AM 26.6.3-4 is explicit that Procopius went into hiding for fear of Jovian, but the 
chronology seems shaky, since it implies that Procopius had already reached Chalcedon while 
Jovian was still alive. Cf. Philostorg. 9.5. 

15. Zos. 4.4.3—5.2. Zosimus is favored over Ammianus at Piganiol 1972, 172, but the schol- 
arship has tended to prefer Ammianus's version, as in Kóhler 1925, 18-20; Ensslin 1957, 253; 
Paschoud 2.2: 340 n.114; Grattarola 1986, 88; Matthews 1989, 191. Pace Paschoud, Philostorg. 
9.5 does not offer enough detail to determine precisely when Procopius was driven under- 
ground. 

16. AM 25.7.10-11; cf. 25.9.8, esp.: “dum extimescit aemulum potestatis." 

17. Eutr. 10.17, esp.: “dum aemulum imperii veretur"; cf. Festus 29. 
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other supporters of Julian's from the beginning. We have already seen that 
they undertook investigations during their initial stay in Constantinople that 
were directed against Julian's men. Perhaps at this point, the soldiers Zosimus 
speaks of were sent to capture Procopius. His escape was followed by over a 
year of life on the run, “in fear and hiding and in daily expectation of arrest, 
fleeing from the death he anticipated."!? Finally, in desperation, the fugitive 
betook himself to Chalcedon, across the Bosporus from Constantinople.!? 
There he remained in hiding on the estates of friends, who sheltered him as 
he sounded out the situation in the capital, at times making his way furtively 
into the city disguised by his squalor. There he learned that Constantinople 
had been suffering in the iron grip of Valens's father-in-law, Petronius, who 
was engaged in the relentless collection of debts.?? Petronius's unmitigated 
extraction of money had created considerable unrest, uniting the masses and 
the elite in their openness to a change of administration. When he became 
aware of the opportunity created by this disquiet, Procopius decided it was 
time to “throw the dice" in a bid for the throne.?! 

Valens was, at the time, on his way to Antioch, where he hoped to secure 
the tenuous situation on the Persian frontier. On his way east, he had learned 
that a band of Goths was preparing an attack on the territory of Thrace, and 
he accordingly dispatched a pair of units, the Divitenses et Tungrecani Iu- 
niores, to supplement forces already in the region.” When these reached Con- 
stantinople on their way to Thrace and took up quarters there for two days' 
rest, Procopius contacted their commanders and contrived to get the units 
to come over to his cause. He did so by promising a massive donative, paid by 
the eunuch and former court official Eugenius.?? By this time, Procopius had 
already assembled a considerable circle of confidants, which was soon to grow. 
On the night of September 28, in the Baths of Anastasia,”* he was brought 


18. Lib. Or. 24.13; cf. AM 26.6.4,12; Philostorg. 9.5; Symm. Or. 1.17: “rebellis exul." 

19. AM 26.6.4-6; Philostorg. 9.5, 8. Zos. 4.5.2 implies that he returned directly to Con- 
stantinople. 

20. AM 26.6.6-9; cf. pp. 291-92. 

21. This trope recurs in the sources; cf. Lib. Or. 24.13: dveppube róv vov; Philostorg. 9.5: 
dvappireı iov; AM 26.6.12: “aleam periculorum omnium iecit abrupte." It no doubt traces 
to Julius Caesar's bon mot, Suet. Jul. 32: *(I]acta alea est.” 

22. AM 26.6.11. On this Gothic threat, see p. 116. 

23. AM 26.6.12-13. On Eugenius and his funding for the revolt, see Zos. 4.5.3-4; cf. AM 
26.6.13, 16. Zosimus reports that Eugenius paid off “the garrison of Constantinople, which con- 
sisted of two units" (Tiy &v 7H mode kabeorauévyy bpovpav, iv Tayuara orparıwrav Övo ErrAnpov). 
As Dagron 1974, 108-13, notes, Constantinople lacked a permanent garrison, thus Zosimus 
must be referring confusedly to the two mobile units mentioned by Ammianus. Constantino- 
ple’s lack of a garrison to defend the interests of the emperor rendered the city all the more 
suitable as a staging point for the revolt. 

24. For the date, see Cons. Const. s.a. 365; cf. Theoph. a.m. 5859. For the place, see AM 
26.6.14; cf. Them. Or. 7.91c. See p. 399. AM 26.6.14 reports that the proclamation occurred 
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before the troops for what was, inevitably, a makeshift proclamation. Because 
a purple robe could not be found—the possession of imperial accoutrements 
was strictly forbidden—he was draped in a gold-bordered tunic like those of 
palace attendants and presented to the troops with a pair of purple slippers, 
aspear and a scrap of purple cloth in hand.?? Despite his motley appearance, 
the troops, acting on cue, promptly hailed their new emperor. They then 
marched him out onto the streets, with shields clanging above their heads as 
they attempted to protect their new ruler against potential tile throwers.?? 

The Constantinopolitans met this late-night procession with bleary-eyed 
confusion rather than hostility, and when the gaunt, timid new emperor 
mounted the imperial tribunal near the palace and delivered a half-hearted 
harangue, the dumbfounded crowd, prompted by criers, played along by hail- 
ing him with acclamations.? In his speech, Procopius concentrated on his 
relationship to the imperial house, a theme that became a rallying cry in his 
power play. After this address, he was whisked on to the Senate, and, when 
no senators of high standing assembled for him, back to the palace.”® 

The account is largely that of Ammianus, who paints the whole picture 
in explicitly theatrical terms.?? At one point, he even mocks Procopius's far- 
cical appearance, “just as sometimes on the stage you might think that a splen- 
didly decorated figure was suddenly made to appear as the curtain was raised 
or through some mimic deception."?? As with the story of Jovian's dread of 
a Procopian revolt, Ammianus's imagery is rooted in contemporary dis- 
course. Themistius had already portrayed the whole affair as a “comedy” gone 
wrong, a “multiform and variegated tragedy" whose lead character would 
have succeeded in his plot but for Valens, who stepped into the role of deus 
ex machina to foil him.*! The fact that Ammianus's narrative is filtered 


"ubi excanduit radiis dies,” i.e., at daybreak. Other sources, especially the eyewitness Themistius, 
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25. AM 26.6.15; cf. Them. Or. 7.91a-c, esp.: k&revra. Emoumevev Ex Badaveiov Ev domidı 
kai dopariw mrepiöepaua repıreinevos. On purple imperial garments, see CTh 10.20.18, 10.21 
with Steigerwald 1990, esp. 218-19. 

26. AM 26.6.16. On the urban masses using tiles as weapons, see Barry 1996. 

27. AM 26.6.17-18; Zos. 4.5.5, 6.3. The tribunal at AM 26.6.18, described at Zos. 4.6.3 as 
TÒ po Tis adAns Piua was probably the “tribunal purpureis gradibus extructum in regio" of 
Not. urb. Consp. 3.9. 

28. AM 26.6.18. 

29. Matthews 1989, 193-95, “aridiculous piece of burlesque." Matthews's account is a mas- 
terful analysis of Ammianus's historiography. Blockley 1975, 55-61, treats many of the same 
themes. Straub 1939, 22-25, also emphasizes theatricality and regards Ammianus's account 
"fast als Musterbeispiel für die literarische Darstellung einer Usurpation." 

30. AM 26.6.15; cf. 26.6.19; Zos. 4.5.5. 
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through the accounts offered by Valens's own propagandists should alert us 
that we are hearing what the court would have wished. We should not let the 
contemporary rhetorical strategy of dismissing Procopius's revolt as farcical 
lead us to underestimate its sophisticated organization. 

Although Procopius was now “emperor,” much had to be done to keep 
him in power. His activities over the days and weeks following September 28 
give us an interesting picture of the steps he took to secure his position. The 
key to his progress was above all his careful control of information, which 
he used to assemble the money and military manpower that rapidly made 
him a formidable opponent for the weak new emperor.? The very night he 
was proclaimed, Procopius issued a series of arrest warrants for Valens's 
officials in the city.? Of particular importance was his arrest of Valens's new 
praetorian prefect, Nebridius, and the urban prefect of Constantinople, Cae- 
sarius. These were imprisoned and replaced by Procopius's own men, Phro- 
nimius and Euphrasius.?* Nebridius was eventually done in, but Procopius 
apparently kept him alive long enough to make him compose a missive —as 
if from Valens—ordering the comes Julius to proceed to Constantinople with 
the forces he was commanding in Thrace. On arrival, Julius was easily arrested 
and Procopius thereby won control of the “warlike peoples of Thrace." Pro- 
copius also closed the harbors of Constantinople to traffic, ordered the gar- 
risoning of the city fortifications and unleashed spies throughout the capi- 
tal. This gave him effective control of the Bosporus and drove a wedge into 
the communication routes between Valens and his brother.?? 

Once he had gained control of communications, Procopius arranged for 
a series of embassies from eastern provinces and client territories offering 
him congratulations and thereby lending him an air of legitimacy. He also 
received "legates from Italy, Illyricum and the provinces of the western 
Ocean." These latter, certainly impostors, were part of a larger effort to cir- 
culate the rumor that Valentinian was dead. It was clear to all that Valentinian 


movesi Kal morkiAnv tpaywoiav puKpod ev Erı neAdovoav mpoamékAewas THs E&odov, 86c. 
Cf. Sabbah 1978, 362-63, on these images. 

32. On the importance of information and propaganda, see Austin 1972b, 1979, 90; 
Matthews 1989, 198-99; cf. Elton 1996b, 230, on the control of information during all usurpa- 
tions. 

33. See the vivid description at Them. Or. 7.91a-b. 

34. AM 25.7.4; Zos. 4.6.2; Them. Or. 7.gıb. 

35. AM 26.7.5; cf. Zos. 4.6.2. Them. Or. 7.92c implies that Nebridius was killed or died in 
captivity but Caesarius survived. Procopius took over the entire Thracian diocese and eventu- 
ally appointed Andronicus as vicar; cf. Lib. Or. 62.59. 

36. Them. Or. 7.91d-92a. 

37. On embassies, see Them. Or. 7.92a. On legates, see AM 26.7.3; Them. Or. 7.91d. Pro- 
copius may even have circulated coinage with phony mint marks of Arelate (Arles: coNsT and 
SCONST) to bolster his pretense of western support (Pierce R/C 9.215 n. 18, followed by Wiebe 
1995, 76; cf. Kent 1957). 
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was the senior Augustus, and Procopius must have known that if people be- 
lieved he were dead, they would be much more inclined to support his own 
bid against the junior colleague. To guarantee the neutralization of Valen- 
tinian, Procopius sent men to distribute money in Illyricum in hopes of buy- 
ing support. Here, Procopius did not anticipate the alacrity of Valentinian's 
Pannonian compatriot, the comes per Illyricum Aequitius, who captured Pro- 
copius's agents and tortured them to death.?? Aequitius then fortified the 
three passes that would have allowed access to Illyricum and thus blocked 
any further encroachment on the west.?? 

The loss of Illyricum was important for Procopius, not just because it sealed 
off his access to the other half of the empire, but also because it closed a po- 
tential recruiting ground for troops. This failure set the stage early for what 
would be an ongoing problem for the usurper, military manpower. Even so, 
Procopius did a remarkable job of compensating for his deficit, given that 
he began with only 2,000 men. We have seen that he soon added the Thra- 
cian units formerly under the comes Julius, and Ammianus indicates that other 
cavalry and infantry units that were marching through Thrace joined as 
well.® He also apparently drafted the urban rabble and slaves into his army 
in the early days of his venture.*! In gaining control of the Bosporus, Pro- 
copius acquired naval forces, which he would use in a siege of Cyzicus, and 
he later persuaded an advance army of Valens's, the paired Iovii et Victores 
Iuniores, to join his cause. Finally, he had a number of foreign auxiliaries 
available already in 365, and the Goths sent 3,000 more men, although these 
arrived only after his death.** A number of sources agree that Procopius as- 
sembled a sizeable force in remarkably short order.** By the time he engaged 
Valens's advance forces in late 365, only months after the start of the revolt, 
his fledgling army was nearly able to overwhelm the emperor's men. Pro- 


38. Even so, at least some of Procopius's gold eventually reached as far west as Vindobona 
(Vienna); cf. Polascheck 1925, 127-29. 

39. AM 26.7.11-12. See pp. 81-82. 

40. AM 26.7.9. 

41. AM 26.7.1, 5, 7, 14; Zos. 4.5.5; Them. Or. 7.86d. It is difficult to know how to assess 
these passages, since it was a historiographical topos to assert that the slaves and urban rabble 
had been drafted into the army of a rebel. Even so, they have led some to adopt a Marxist in- 
terpretation of the usurpation as a popular revolt (e.g., Hahn 1958). Such arguments are coun- 
tered at Salamon 1972. 

42. On naval forces, see AM 26.8.8; Zos. 4.6.5. On the Iovii et Victores, see AM 26.7.13-17; 
cf. Zos. 4.7.1. 

43. On the Goths, see pp. 116 and 151. On the other auxiliaries, AM 26.8.5 tells us that 
Hyperechius commanded auxilia, although it is not clear from where. Zos. 4.7.1 also indicates 
that barbarian auxiliaries were actually available and not just on their way, as with the Goths. 

44. AM 26.7.8; Zos. 4.6.4, 7.1; Eunap. VS 7.5.2; Soz. 6.8.1; Soc. 4.3.1. Themistius Or. 
7.85d-86a, 97d. Or. 8.111a also implies that large numbers of commanders and troops sided 
with Procopius. 
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copius was thus remarkably resourceful at manufacturing an army almost 
out of thin air. 

Procopius's undertaking was also bolstered by the absence of a decisive 
reaction from the reigning emperors. When we last saw Valentinian, he had 
gone west in the late summer of 364 to establish his first capital at Milan. 
There he had remained until autumn of the following year, when Alaman- 
nic invasions across the Rhine forced him to move north into Gaul. By the 
time he arrived there, the Germans had crushed his advance force and killed 
its commander. As Valentinian was approaching Paris, around the first of No- 
vember, he was apprised of the defeat of these forces and the revolt of Pro- 
copius on one and the same day.“ This double blow forced him to a deci- 
sion, to defend the western provinces against the barbarians or to protect 
his brother's and, by extension, his own position against the usurper. 

By restricting the flow of information, Procopius had engineered the sin- 
gle biggest impediment to this decision. Western reports on the revolt were 
thirdhand and extremely vague. Initially, Valentinian did not even know 
whether his brother was still alive.*” In the event, he wavered, at first decid- 
ing to return to Illyricum and later determining to press on against the Ala- 
manni. He made this final choice on the advice of close advisers and at the 
request of urban provincials, who, Valentinian must have known, would have 
been tempted to appoint their own usurper to face the Alamanni if he de- 
parted. Ultimately, then, Valentinian did little more than secure his own po- 
sition. He quickly promoted the Illyrian commander Aequitius from comes 
to magister militum and probably ordered him to continue his blockade of 
the passes on the military roads westward.*® He also sent trusted confidants 
to Africa to hold that crucial province.® Aside from this, Valens was left to 
fend for himself. 

Ammianus tells us that, in justifying his decision to abandon his brother, 
Valentinian often said that “Procopius was only his own and his brother’s en- 
emy, but the Alamanni were enemies of the whole Roman world.” We hear 
much the same sentiment in Symmachus's first oration, delivered to Valen- 
tinian in 368. Symmachus presents an elaborate explanation of Valentinian's 
conduct in which his failure to aid his brother is excused as a sign of his 


45. See p. 27. 

46. AM 26.5.7-8, 27.1; Zos. 4.9. On the chronology, see Baynes 1928, 222-24. Cf. Tomlin 
1973, 496. 

47. AM 26.5.9-10. Symm. Or. 1.17 implies that a decision was postponed until reliable in- 
formation became available. Zos. 4.7.3 does indicate that Valens made an effort to communi- 
cate with Valentinian. 

48. AM 26.5.11-12; cf. 10.4. On Aequitius's initial rank as comes, see AM 26.5.3. 

49. AM 26.5.14. This precaution was standard; cf. AM 21.7.2; SHA Pesc. Nig. 5.4. 

50. AM 26.5.13: *hostem suum fratrisque solius esse Procopium, Alamannos vero totius or- 
bis Romani." 
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confidence in Valens's capacities and Procopius is portrayed strictly as a per- 
sonal enemy. Valentinian, Symmachus says, often replied to those who in- 
sisted that he attack Procopius: "[T]hese [the Alamanni] are our common 
enemy; that one is only my private foe. Our first concern must be public vic- 
tory; then we can worry about my private revenge."?! Once again, contem- 
porary propaganda has set the tone for later historiography.?? 

Valens was thus left to face this first challenge of his rule alone, and he did 
not immediately rise to the occasion. After inaugurating his first consulship 
at Constantinople in January 365, Valens had remained in the city until the 
late summer, when he set out for Antioch. After he had reached Cappadocian 
Caesarea, however, he stopped to wait out the stifling heat, and before he could 
resume his journey, his notarius Sophronius arrived with word of the revolt, 
probably in early October? Upon receiving the news, Valens is said to have 
considered renouncing his imperial robes, and he may even have considered 
suicide? Fortunately, his ministers were available to steady his shaky hand and 
help him begin to make efforts to rescue the situation. His first action was to 
dispatch an advance force consisting of the Iovii et Victores to confront Pro- 
copius's fledgling army when it crossed the Hellespont into Bithynia. He also 
sent his comes domesticorum, Serenianus, to secure Cyzicus and its mint.?? Valens 
himself returned northwest to Ancyra, where he established his base.?® 

In the meantime, Procopius’s successes continued unabated. The usurper 
met the Iovii et Victores at Mygdus, east of Nicaea on the road to Ancyra, 


51. Symm. Or. 1.17-22, esp. 19: “hic communis hostis est, ille privatus; prima victoriae 
publicae, secunda vindictae meae causa est." Zos. 4.7.4 offers a much harsher, but perhaps more 
realistic explanation: aAAd Ovadevriviavos uev. dmréyveo un Bondeiv avöpi mpos budarıv oUk 
dpkécavr. THs aùr® mapadedonevns dpyíjs. 

52. I withhold judgment on the advisability of Valentinian's choice, on which, see Seeck, 
Untergang, 51; Nagl, "Vt.," 2169—70; Paschoud 2.2: 347 n. 120; cf. Austin 1979, 88. 

53. AM 26.7.2; cf. Greg. Naz. Or. 43.21-23. The heat wave is confirmed at Them. Or. 7.86c; 
Lib. Ep. 1524. Valens issued CTh 12.6.5 from Caesarea on Nov. 2, 365; cf. Seeck, Regesten, 227, 
with 33. Letters from Libanius in Antioch to Valens's court at Caesarea are catalogued at Seeck, 
Briefe, 440—41. Other sources confirm Valens's intention of reaching Antioch; cf. Zos. 4.4.1; 
Philostorg. 9.5. Zos. 4.7.3 mistakenly places Valens in Galatia when he learned of the revolt. 

54. AM 26.7.13; Zos. 4.7.3; Soc. 4.3.2; Theoph. a.m. 5859. Zos. 4.7.3's notice that Arbitio 
encouraged Valens in Galatia is apparently to be connected with Eunap. Hist. fr. 34.4 (Block- 
ley). It does not, however, apply to Valens's initial reaction, since Arbitio did not join Valens un- 
til later (AM 26.8.13—14). No source testifies that Valens contemplated suicide, but Eutropius 
was especially careful to catalog instances when great leaders had; cf. Brev. 6.12 Mithradates; 
6.23 Cato, Scipio, Petreius, Iuba; 6.24 Caesar; 7.7 Antony; 7.17 Otho. Perhaps he was responding 
to his patron's experience in 365. Them. Or. 7.86b is naturally obliged to paint a more san- 
guine picture. See Staesche 1998, 105-8, on imperial suicide. 

55. On the Iovii et Victores, see AM 26.7.13. On Cyzicus, see AM 26.8.7; Zos. 4.6.4. Two 
milestones of Valentinian and Valens from around Cyzicus may trace to this period (RRMAM 
214, 218). 

56. AM 26.7.2-3, 13. 
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and easily persuaded them to desert.°’ He also secured Nicaea itself, along 
with Chalcedon, Nicomedia, and Helenopolis.’® He had already won the dio- 
cese of Thrace in the first days of his revolt, and with these acquisitions, he 
expanded his control into Bithynia. In the wecks that followed, the prize 
would be the wealthy diocese of Asiana. 

As winter set in, Valens marched west to challenge Procopius personally. 
He left a force under Vadomarius to besiege Nicaea and himself continued 
past Nicomedia and on to Chalcedon, which he besieged.?? Here his efforts 
proved fruitless, indeed dangerous. Procopius’s garrison commander at 
Nicaea, Rumitalca, successfully broke out of the city, defeated Vadomarius, 
and moved up the peninsula toward Chalcedon in an effort to trap Valens. 
The emperor, who had learned of Rumitalca's advance, narrowly managed 
to escape with a maneuver around the Sunonian Lake.9? With these victo- 
ries, Procopius secured his claim to Bithynia. He then continued his successes 
by taking the city of Cyzicus by siege, and with it Valens's count of the do- 
mestici.®! This victory, which quickly became a rallying cry for the rebels, gave 
Procopius control over Hellespontus, from which he expanded southward 
through the diocese of Asiana.°? 

After his close call at Chalcedon, Valens beat a retreat to Ancyra. The fact 
that a mere garrison commander had worsted his general at Nicaea and 
nearly captured the emperor himself implies that, in this early stage, Valens's 
available forces were exiguous. Prior to this, his use of the commander of 
his bodyguard to garrison Cyzicus and of only two field units against Pro- 
copius's initial eastward march both point to the same problem.® In fact, it 
is likely that the emperor had sent much of his army ahead to Antioch be- 
fore he learned of the revolt.?* His initial efforts to block Procopius's ex- 


57. AM 26.7.14-17. 

58. AM 26.8.1-2. Procopius probably won support in Chalcedon early on given that it was 
from this city that he had planned the revolt. 

59. This march may be marked by a series of five milestones of Valentinian and Valens found 
along the road between Dadastana and Nicaea (RRMAM 222, 227, 245, 250, 262). 

60. AM 26.8.2-3. A law received by Sallustius on Dec. 1, 365, at Chalcedon may attest Valens's 
presence in the area at this late date; cf. CTh 7.4.14, with Seeck, Regesten, 33. On the lake, see 
Pliny Ep. 10.41, 61. 

61. AM 26.8.7-11; Zos. 4.6.4-5, with Paschoud 2.2: 344-45 on discrepancies. 

62. On Cyzicus as a rallying cry, see Them. Or. 7.87b: ot rv Kulıkov atyobvres; cf. AM 
26.8.19; Zos. 4.7.1. On Procopius's control of Asiana, see AM 26.8.14. Procopius must have ac- 
quired Asia when Valens's proconsul Asiae, PLRE's Helpidius 6, deserted to him. Procopius ap- 
parently replaced him with Hormisdas, AM 26.8.12. He also appointed governors for the Aegean 
islands (Philostorg. 9.6) and probably a vicarius Asiae in succession to Valens's vicar, PLRE I's 
Clearchus 1. 

63. AM 26.7.13, 26.8.6-7; Zos. 4.6.4: Depyviavod kai trav adv aurw Baoıdırwv inméw. 

64. Valens had sent Petronius to assemble recruits in Antioch by April 365 (CTh 7.22.7) 
and preparations were being made for his own arrival there (Lib. Ep. 1499, 1505). Soc. 4.2.6-3.1, 
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pansion into Bithynia and Asia were thus hindered by the lack of available 
troops. This situation changed only at the very end of 365, when the mas- 
ter of the cavalry, Lupicinus, got troops back to Valens in Ancyra.° Once 
these had swelled his ranks, the emperor sent them with Arinthaeus up to 
the border of Galatia and Bithynia, where they met a force under the com- 
mand of the completely inexperienced Hyperechius at Dadastana. Arin- 
thaeus easily persuaded Hyperechius's men to desert and thus finally put a 
halt to the eastward advance of the usurper’s army. He dared not, how- 
ever, continue the pursuit since by now cold weather prevented further ac- 
tion. Both sides fell back to winter quarters, Valens to Ancyra and Procopius 
apparently to Cyzicus.®7 

Thus far, Procopius had met almost entirely with success. By now he would 
also have sensed that Valentinian did not intend to take direct action against 
him. He was thus free to concentrate his attention east of the Bosporus.® It 
was perhaps this confidence that led Procopius to dally in Asia into the fol- 
lowing spring trying to win support from hesitant poleis there and money from 
their wealthy aristocrats.®’ Those who refused to cooperate were punished. 
Maximus of Ephesus was apparently penalized, and Procopius confiscated 
the estates of Constantius's former commander, Arbitio. These heavy handed 
tactics drove Arbitio to Valens, who appointed him ad hoc magister militum.” 

This last move on Procopius's part proved entirely unadvisable. Arbitio, a 
venerable senior officer dearly loved by the soldiery, was able to shore up 
Valens's sagging support among the troops and rally them against the 
usurper. Boosted by this good fortune and by the arrival of the auxiliaries 
from Syria, Valens finally began taking decisive action. He advanced from An- 
cyra to Pessinus, in western Galatia and, after fortifying this town as his new 
base, set off through Phrygia to intercept Procopius's army. Ammianus's no- 
tice that he moved toward "Lycia" should probably be emended to "Lydia," 


5.2 and Soz. 6.7.10-8.2 actually report that Valens was already in Antioch when he learned of 
the revolt, clearly a mistake, but perhaps based on the presence of comitatensian forces there 
already in 365. This appears to be born out by Theod. HR 13.15, which describes the general 
Lupicinus's provisioning efforts in Antioch. 

65. AM 26.8.4, 9.1-2. Valens even drafted into his comitatenses former garrison units like 
the I Isaura (Not. dign. or. 7.56), on which, see Lenski 1999a, 313 n. 21. 

66. AM 26.8.4-5. 

67. On Valens at Ancyra in winter 365/66, see AM 26.8.4. See Mitchell 1993, 2: 84-95, on 
Ancyra in this period. On Procopius at Cyzicus, see AM 26.8.11; cf. Philostorg. 9.6. 

68. AM 26.10.4: "conversam molem belli totius in Asiam"; cf. 26.8.14. 

69. AM 26.8.14-15. Eunap. Hist. fr. 34.1 (Blockley) may be related; cf. Blockley 1981-83, 
2: 197 n. 72. 

70. On Maximus, see Them. Or. 7.99c, 100b-c. Maximus is not named directly but must 
be the referent of kaßyynrns ToU éxeivou Tod a)rokpéropos . Cf. Eunap. VS 7.4.14-15, 5.7-8. 
See Seeck, Briefe, 209, Maximus X. On Arbitio, see AM 26.8.13-14, 9.4—5; Zos. 4.7.4. On his 
office, see Demandt 1970, 705. 
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since Zosimus and Eunapius indicate that he eventually reached that province. 
Eunapius’s rather jejune fragments even give us some clue about Valens’s 
route: “[T]he emperor moved into Lydia, Procopius into upper Phrygia,” and 
“Procopius and the emperor Valens, mistakenly taking different roads, 
missed each other.””! From Galatia and upper Phrygia, there were, in fact, 
three major routes Valens could have taken to Lydia, and, per contra, three 
Procopius could have taken in the opposite direction. A milestone of Valens’s 
near Docimium may mark his route along the easternmost of the three, the 
most direct road to Lydia from his base in Pessinus.” Procopius, who had 
split his forces and left half in Asia under Gomoarius and Hormisdas,”* must 
have taken one of the other two into Phrygia, perhaps that leading directly 
to Nacoleia, where he would confront Valens's army a few weeks later. ’* 
Because the two did not cross paths, Valens made it into Lydia undeterred. 
After passing through Sardis, he first met resistance around the town of Thy- 
ateira, perhaps in early April. There, he came up against Procopius's Asian 
division led by the master of the cavalry Gomoarius and the governor-cum- 
general Hormisdas. Fortunately for the emperor, Gomoarius was easily per- 
suaded by Arbitio, an old friend, to desert to Valens with all his men.” 
Hormisdas, however, seems to have resisted and, after being narrowly routed, 
fled through Phrygia and escaped captivity.’” With this success, Valens had 
neutralized half of Procopius's army. It remained for him to pursue the rest, 
whose plans he had discovered from the captured Gomoarius.’® After re- 
grouping in Sardis, Valens marched back toward Phrygia and Galatia and 
eventually met Procopius and his master of the infantry, Agilo, outside Na- 
coleia.”? Like his counterpart Gomoarius, Agilo and his men deserted with- 


71. AM 26.9.1-2; cf. Eunap. Hist. fr. 34.6—7 (Blockley); Zos. 4.8.1. Seeck, Untergang, 446, 
first argued that Ammianus's “Lycia” should be read as “Lydia.” Eunapius—a native of Lydia 
and contemporary of these events—should be trusted here. 

72. CIL 3.7172 = RRMAM 33 (a. 364/67). 

73. Seeck, Untergang, 53—55, with 446. 

74. Procopius may have hoped to win support from troops permanently garrisoned in this 
city (Drew-Bear 1977, 269 n. 60). 

75. Seeck, Regesten, 229, with 109, referring to CTh 4.12.6 (Apr. 4, 366). Cf. CIL 3.475 = 
RRMAM 477 (a. 364/367) and AE 1995, 1465d, two milestones of Valentinian and Valens from 
Smyrna and RRMAM 694 and 711, two more from around Thyateira on the road between Perga- 
mum and Sardis. 

76. AM 26.9.5-6; Zos. 4.7.4—8.2. Zosimus is the only source to name the battle site, although 
AM 26.9.2 says that Valens approached Gomoarius praeter radices Olympi montis excelsi, only 50 
km to the northwest. 

77. Zos. 4.8.1; Eunap. Hist. fr. 34.8 (Blockley). Ammianus does not mention Hormisdas in 
the context of Thyateira, although 26.8.12 appears to describe the aftermath of the battle. 

78. Zos. 4.7.4. 

79. Zos. 4.8.3 indicates that Valens regrouped at Sardis, an assertion borne out by a mile- 
stone of Sardis dating from 364/67 (AE 1995, 1465d). Valens's route may be marked by a mile- 
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out a fight. Both seem to have arranged in advance to surrender, and the 
lives of both were spared.*! Procopius, now utterly helpless, took refuge in 
the nearby woods, where he remained overnight. The following morning, 
May 27, his attendants, Florentius and Barchalba, bound him and turned 
him over to Valens.®? These betrayers, unlike their higher-ranking counter- 
parts, were quickly executed.®? So too Procopius. The tradition that he was 
tied to two trees that had been flexed to the ground and then split apart 
when the trees were released is a fanciful invention of ecclesiastical histori- 
ans eager to make Valens look gruesome. As Ammianus tells us, he was sim- 
ply beheaded and his head sent to Valentinian in Gaul.** 

On its way west, the head was shown at the walls of cities still loyal to Pro- 
copius to convince the inhabitants that the usurper was no more. This had 
been the practice for centuries and proved particularly useful in persuading 
the citizens of Thracian Philippopolis to abandon the hopes they had placed 
in the rebel.” The city had been under siege by Valentinian's master of the 
soldiers, Aequitius, for some time. Once Aequitius learned that the center 
of action had shifted east of the Bosporus, he advanced from his defensive 
position at the Succi pass and laid siege to the town.®® While he was engaged 


stone (a. 364/67) near ancient Aezanoi (AE 1989, 699), along the most direct road between 
Thyateira and Nacoleia. 

80. AM 20.9.7; Zos. 4.8.3; Them. Or. 7.87b, which implies that Valens was still some way 
off when Agilo's forces surrendered. Nacoleia is also named at Joh. Ant. fr. 184; Soz. 6.8.2; Soc. 
4-5-2; Cons. Const. s.a. 366; Chron. pasch., p. 557; Theoph. a.m. 5859; cf. Jer. Chron. s.a. 366 (apud 
Phrygiam Salutarem) followed by Prosper Chron. 1131; Jord. Rom. 308. Julian had spent consid- 
erable time in the area of Pessinus and Nacoleia only four years earlier (Christol and Drew- 
Bear 1986, 53-55; Mitchell 1993, 2: 89). 

81. Agilo was certainly spared (AM 26.10.7); Gomoarius probably was (AM 26.9.6). Agilo 
cannot have lived too long after the revolt, however, because Gregory of Nyssa (Vita Macrinae 
988) tells us that his wife, Vetiana, was widowed after only a short marriage. 

82. AM 20.9.8-9. Philostorg. 9.5 claims that Procopius took refuge in Nicaea and that Flo- 
rentius, who was garrison commander there, betrayed him. This seems unlikely, since AM 26.10.1 
reports that Marcellus commanded the garrison at Nicaea when Procopius was killed. The date 
is given at Cons. Const. s.a. 366. I take “VI kal Iun." to refer to the day of Procopius's death rather 
than the day of the surrender at Nacoleia; cf. Soc. 4.9.8. Chron. pasch., p. 557, mistakenly re- 
ports the date as uyi Gauoíco mpd (B. kalavdwv lovACov. 

83. AM 20.9.10; Philostorg. 9.5 reports that the army burned Florentius alive. Some ec- 
clesiastical sources, confusing the paired betrayers Florentius and Barchalba with Gomoarius 
and Agilo, charge that these latter were sawn in two (Soc. 4.5.4; Soz. 6.8.3; Theoph. a.m. 5859). 

84. AM 26.9.9; Philostorg. 9.5. Zos. 4.8.4 says only that Procopius was killed. Soc. 4.5.4; 
Soz. 6.8.3; Joh. Ant. fr. 184; Zon. 13.16; and Theoph. a.m. 5859 claim that Procopius was split 
in two. Seyfarth 1968—71, 4: 311-2 n. 114, points out that this mode of execution is a topos in 
folklore and also recurs in the SHA. 

85. AM 20.10.06. Valentinian received the head in Paris (AM 27.2.10). For other instances 
of this gruesome practice, see Elbern 1984, 136. On the practice in subsequent centuries, see 
McCormick 1986, 57, 60, 134, 180-81, 235. 

86. AM 26.10.4. 
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in the assault, Procopius was killed, and the news reached Aequitius before 
the town had fallen. Nevertheless, the revolt was not yet over. Earlier, Pro- 
copius had invested a relative named Marcellus with the tokens of empire, 
and when Marcellus learned what had happened at Nacoleia, he continued 
the fight from Chalcedon.*’ He had no idea that Aequitius was at his back 
in Thrace and hoped he could resist Valens by turning to the Gothic auxil- 
iaries who had been sent at Procopius’s request. Aequitius, however, sent 
agents to arrest the rebel and had him tortured and executed.°® Only eight 
months after it had started, the revolt was at an end. Oddly, however, the 
final blow had been struck by a general of Valentinian’s who had earlier re- 
fused any aid. In his panegyric congratulating Valens on the victory, Themis- 
tius does not mention Marcellus and concludes with the mass desertion at 
Nacoleia.®° His silence may reflect Valens's vexation that Aequitius had stolen 
the finale to a revolt that the emperor had otherwise single-handedly 
quashed without western aid. 

Although usurpation attempts were common in the fourth-century em- 
pire,” Procopius's had been far from typical. Because usurpations usually 
took place where troops were available, mobile, and isolated from imperial 
power, every major fourth-century usurpation except that of Procopius oc- 
curred in the western half of the empire. The east, which lacked large num- 
bers of mobile units and rarely went without the presence of legitimate em- 
perors, was not as conducive an environment to revolt. Procopius's power 
grab was thus unusual in its location.?! It was also unusual in that Procopius 
held no official military command at the time of his rebellion. The army was 
the ultimate arbiter of imperial power and had repeatedly proclaimed em- 
perors illegally, mostly from its own ranks; it was, in fact, inconceivable for 
an emperor to be made without its approval.? Even Procopius, whose mili- 
tary career had been quite limited, felt obliged to engineer his proclama- 
tion by a body of soldiers, albeit a mere 2,000 men. For any pretender to 
make a bid for power without the force of arms was suicide. It seems strange, 
then, that Procopius rose up with what was initially only a handful of soldiers. 

The strains of undertaking a revolt from outside the army are especially 
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clear at the command level of Procopius's forces. He faced serious difficul- 
ties coordinating his army under the direction of experienced leaders. Aside 
from his magister equitum, Gomoarius, and his magister peditum, Agilo, most 
of his leaders lacked military experience, and many were asked to double 
up in both civilian and military positions.” Rumitalca served him as both 
cura palatii and military tribune; Hyperechius, who was given command of 
some auxiliaries, had formerly risen only to castrensianus, a "servant of his 
commander’s belly and gullet”; and Hormisdas, Procopius's proconsul of 
Asia, was given a military command along with his civilian capacities.?* In 
this last instance, the piggybacking of functions does not reflect a nostalgic 
return to the days of combined military and civil posts.” Rather, it repre- 
sents a lack of support from the upper echelons of the army. Procopius had 
never been a military man until Julian's reign and, although he had no trou- 
ble assembling a following among civilian aristocrats, his lack of backing from 
the military brass always proved an impediment. 

Despite this crucial weakness, though, Procopius had a number of other 
advantages to fall back on. We have already seen that discontent with Valens 
ran high and that Procopius was a master at capitalizing on this with his ma- 
nipulation of the lines of communication and his skilled deployment of pro- 
paganda. These issues will be treated in more detail in what follows. For now, 
itis important to look only ata single element, which was key to every usurpa- 
tion, money.?? Procopius wisely understood that if his revolt was to make any 
headway, it would need large amounts of capital, and from the outset, he 
acted on this knowledge. He began with the suborning of the Divitenses et 
Tungrecani, using money provided by the eunuch Eugenius.” Next, he oc- 
cupied the treasury and mint of Constantinople and began minting coins 
in his own name.?? With these he paid to recruit troops from among the ur- 
ban masses, to buy officials over to his side, and to co-opt other army units.°° 
With the acquisition of Thrace, he took the mint of Heraclea, which also is- 
sued his coins, and he later acquired the mints and treasuries of Bithynia 
and Hellespontus at Nicomedia and Cyzicus.! In the end, this “counterfeit 
emperor,” as Themistius calls him, struck coins in his name from four of the 
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five eastern mints that issued gold in the late fourth century.!?! Procopius 
also obtained money through confiscations and by accepting payment for 
offices, practices used by all rulers, legitimate and illegitimate.!?? Moreover, 
he exacted a double levy on the senators of Constantinople in the winter of 
365/66 and used the grain stores of Constantinople to supply his own 
troops.!® In all, then, Procopius was a remarkably resourceful financier. 

This adroit use of money nearly helped Procopius to buy his way out of 
his military deficit. In the end, however, his need to collect money from 
wealthy aristocrats in Asia during the spring of 366 impeded the speed of 
his response to Valens's counterattacks and contributed to his defeat. After 
the revolt, this scramble for funds encouraged the tendency of contempo- 
rary sources—here again following Valens's court—to refer to Procopius as 
"the criminal," and “the late night burglar" and to portray him as a Sparta- 
cus redivivus leading a gaggle of misfits and brigands.!?* Although it was com- 
mon to deride usurpers as “robbers of power,”! contemporary propagan- 
dists probably found the stereotype particularly useful against a usurper who, 
because he initially lacked the force of arms, was compelled to fall back on 
the strength of money. In what follows, we shall see that this was far from his 
only resource. 


VALENS AND THE IDEAL EMPEROR 


The later empire is rich in models for rulership. In contemporary panegyrics, 
epitomized imperial biographies, coins, and inscriptions, we find catalogs of 
stock virtues by which an emperor could be measured. These attributes had 
been codified already in the second century, and by the fourth century, they 
were so fixed as to seem immovable.!9? By these standards, the ideal ruler 
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would spring from a famous homeland, his family would be noble, he would 
be well educated, he would demonstrate martial valor and achieve victories, 
and he would show clemency, justice, and equity in his affairs. Although the 
perfect emperor was never a reality, the model itself was very real, and it was 
probably evident to all in what respects a particular ruler achieved or fell short 
of it. Unfortunately for modern historians, contemporary rhetoric tended to 
gloss over a ruler's shortcomings and thus to obscure candid assessments un- 
til after he had died. Because of this, we are often ill informed about how an 
emperor's failure to match the ideal affected public opinion during his life- 
time. One point where we can catch a glimpse into the dissatisfaction of sub- 
jects with their less than ideal rulers is, however, during revolts. How, then, 
did Valens measure up to the standards of ideal rulership? To what extent did 
his evident mediocrity affect reactions to him during his lifetime? 
When a fourth-century orator set out to compose an imperial panegyric, 
a basilikos logos, he fully expected to focus on the themes of ideal rulership. 
This is clear from the late third-century rhetorical handbook attributed to 
Menander Rhetor." Menander provides a formula for the basilikos logos, fol- 
lowing which the panegyrist would map out his address along two broad struc- 
tural axes—character attributes (éthé) and actions ( praxeis). Building on this 
grid, the speaker would fill in his oration with details of a particular emperor's 
attributes and accomplishments: in the first part, focusing on character, he 
retailed the ruler's native land (patris), his family background (genos) and birth 
(genesis), and his upbringing (anatrophe) and education (paideia); in the sec- 
ond, he enumerated the emperor's deeds according to which of the four 
canonical virtues— courage, justice, temperance, and wisdom—each best 
reflected.!? Menander thus offered a template by means of which any rhetor 
could highlight the deeds and attributes of any ruler so as to make him reflect 
the "ideal." Of course, Menander knew that not all emperors were possessed 
of all the virtues he identified. Keeping this in mind, and remaining aware 
of the delicacy with which one handled a monarch, he counseled wisely that 
a basilikos logosshould “embrace a generally agreed amplification of the good 
things attaching to the emperor but allow no ambivalent or disputed fea- 
tures.”!°9 If the orator could find nothing positive to say on a particular theme, 
Menander advised that he refrain from discussing it altogether. In this sense, 
Menander's template constituted a sort of checklist of possible subjects, which 
could either be glorified as examples ofvirtue or omitted as silent testimonies 
of shortcomings.!!? 
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When Valens arrived in Caesarea the summer before the revolt, he was 
probably greeted with a panegyric much like the one that Menander de- 
scribes. This was the first time he had passed through the city as emperor, 
and his arrival would have been celebrated with the ceremonies of adventus— 
including a panegyric—which were as formulaic as Menander's basilikos lo- 
gos.!!! At this early date, Valens had yet to fight a war, he had yet to put down 
a usurpation, he had yet to institute any political or legal reforms, and he 
had only just begun his major building program. In other words, he had 
yet to accomplish any of the sorts of “actions” (praxeis) that would have re- 
dounded to his glory. Whoever delivered the panegyric in Caesarea would 
thus have been forced to concentrate on Valens’s “qualities of character” 
(éthe ). Even here, however, he would have found it difficult to offer the un- 
qualified praise that Menander prescribes.!!? Valens simply did not have 
much to recommend him. 

Whoever undertook the task would have begun, as Menander advises, with 
Valens's native land (patris). As we have seen, little is now known of Cibalae, 
and even in Valens's day, it was hardly renowned. Pannonia, however, and by 
extension Illyricum would have offered a broader canvas with which to work. 
Here our hypothetical panegyrist could have praised Valens as the son of a 
region noted for producing men ofa strong, martial nature. Indeed, we have 
already seen that both Valentinian and Valens received precisely such acco- 
lades, and that they themselves propagated the stereotype of their warlike 
Pannonian origins.!? Pannonian birth was not, however, a distinction that 
brought unambiguous acclaim. The counterpoint to the courageous Pan- 
nonian was the brutish Pannonian, a stereotype applied in antiquity to all 
Illyrians. Ammianus, for example, characterizes the Pannonian Aequitius, 
Valentinian's master of the cavalry, as “rude and rather boorish” (“asper et 
subagrestis" [AM 26.1.4]). He uses the same word to describe Valens's “boor- 
ish character" (“subagrestis ingenii") and Valentinian’s “boorish manner of 
speech" (“subagresti verbo"),!!* and he attributes a similar lack of culture to 
Valentinian's first magister officiorum, the Dalmatian Ursacius.!? Ammianus’s 
fellow Antiochene John Chrysostom, who evidently accepted the same stereo- 
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type, alludes to Valens a “rustic tyrant."!!? Julian, himself of Illyrian back- 
ground, was also aware of what Balkan origins meant to contemporaries. In 
his Misopogon, he argued that "those who dwell between the Thracians and 
Pannonians, I mean the Moesians, on the very banks of the Danube, from 
whom my own family is derived, [are] a stock wholly boorish, austere, awk- 
ward, without charm, and abiding immovably by its decisions; all of which qual- 
ities are proofs of terrible boorishness."!" Aurelius Victor and the anonymous 
author of the Epitome de caesaribus applied the same stereotypes to the Illyrian 
emperors ofthe third century. The latter described the emperor Maximianus, 
for example, as *wild by nature, burning with lust, stupid in counsels, of rus- 
tic [agresti] and Pannonian birth."!!? “Of Pannonian birth" thus encoded a 
series of associations readily decipherable to the fourth-century audience.!!? 

As the last quotation implies, the stereotype extended from the pre- 
sumption of brutish manners to that of savage behavior. Leo, Valentinian's 
master of the offices, was attacked by Ammianus as a “Pannonian, a robber 
of tombs [bustuarium latronem], snorting forth cruelty from the gaping maw 
of a wild beast / ferino rictu] and no less insatiable for human blood [than 
Maximinus].”!?° Maximinus, himself a Pannonian, was savaged as a “brigand 
with the heart of a wild beast [spiritus ferini latronem]", and Valens's father-in- 
law, Petronius, was “inexorable, cruel and fearlessly hard-hearted.”!?! Sere- 
nianus, Valens's Pannonian comes domesticorum, was described as a “man of 
rude nature, burning with a cruel desire to hurt," qualities that Ammianus 
tells us appealed to Valens as a fellow countryman.!?? This is not to say that 
Pannonians alone came in for such slurs,!*° or that we can speak of evidence 
for “racial” prejudice as we now understand it.!?* However, the evidence in- 
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dicates that regional stereotyping, a phenomenon deeply rooted in the Greek 
and Roman intellect, informed people's understanding of the world out of 
which Valentinian and Valens sprang. A Syrian like Ammianus, an African 
like Aurelius Victor, and even a man of Illyrian background, Julian, all read- 
ily accepted the assumption that Illyrians were savage brutes. 

If we accept that the stereotype was widely held and played a role in form- 
ing preconceptions, we must still ask whether it affected people's reactions 
to Valens as emperor. It is difficult to imagine that the depth of distaste found 
in the writings of people like Ammianus did not manifest itself in their deal- 
ings with real people. We have already seen that abundant evidence exists 
that such judgments influenced relations between the Pannonian ministers 
of Valentinian and Valens and the Italian, Asian, and Syrian aristocrats with 
whom they had dealings.!*° But there is also good evidence that similar assess- 
ments affected attitudes to the emperor himself, and that Procopius, skilled 
propagandist that he was, harnessed these attitudes to his advantage. Seek- 
ing to persuade the Iovii et Victores to desert to his side, Ammianus reports, 
he harangued them, demanding: "Can it be your wish, my brave men, that 
our people should draw their swords in such numbers for strangers, and that 
we should have to groan under your and my wounds to enable a degenerate 
Pannonian [Pannonius degener] who ruins and tramples everything to win a 
throne for which he never dared to entertain the faintest hope?”!?° This 
rhetoric evidently achieved the desired effect, for the units defected. The same 
rhetoric apparently formed a broader motif in Procopius's campaign for 
power. When Valens laid siege to Chalcedon, Ammianus tells us, the inhab- 
itants insulted him as a sabaiarius from their walls, sabaia being a beer com- 
monly drunk by Illyrian peasants.!?” Insults in the face of siege were, of course, 
common, but in this case, they were directed specifically at Valens's origins. 
Similar insults were publicly posted on bills ( famosi) in Constantinople at the 
instigation of Procopius, Libanius reports.!?® The previous winter, such famosi 
had been forbidden by Valens on pain of death.'?? By blatantly denying the 
order, the Constantinopolitans drove home the pointed nature of their at- 
tacks: in their judgment, Valens was by his very origin disqualified for rule.!?? 
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If country of origin provided the raw material for empire, good birth could 
shape it into recognizably regal form. Our hypothetical panegyrist would have 
turned to this topic next, and here too, his task would have been compli- 
cated. In any period, dynastic claims rendered an emperor's position more 
secure by providing a guarantee of inherited authority. Of course, by the 
fourth century, many rulers had come and gone who could hardly have 
claimed distinguished birth, but when Valens came to power in 364, the sons 
of emperors had ruled for nearly six decades. The unbroken chain of Con- 
stantines had habituated the empire to dynasties, such that, for Valens to have 
conformed to the ideal, he would have had to be born to the purple. 

Because he and his brother did not spring from an imperial family, every 
effort was made to create an aura of dynasty to strengthen their tenure. Even 
Constantine, who could claim imperial birth,!?! felt compelled to invent a 
longer dynastic pedigree for himself at one point by pretending descent 
from Claudius Gothicus.!?? In the section which follows, we shall see that 
Valentinian was similarly manipulative in his attempts to graft his own house 
onto that of his predecessors. Here, however, it suffices to examine how even 
their father, Gratian, a man of low birth, ? was magnified as a dynastic fore- 
bear. At the celebration of his first consulship in Constantinople, Valens ded- 
icated a statue of his father and delivered a speech in praise of his virtues, 
which Themistius duly echoed.!*4 About the same time, across the empire 
in Africa, a similar statue was raised in Numidian Cirta “to a man of most 
blessed memory who should be celebrated through all ages, Gratian, father 
of our emperors.”!?5 By 367, the troops were familiar enough with Gratian 
that, when his grandson and namesake was promoted to Augustus, Valen- 
tinian could recommend the boy on the basis of the *honors of his family 
and the outstanding deeds of his ancestors.”!°° The troops played along, 
readily acclaiming: “The family of Gratian merits this!” (“familia Gratiani 
hoc meretur!" [AM 27.6.14]). Resonances of the same acclamation occur 
in a speech of Symmachus the following year: ^You merited, O renowned 
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Gratian [meruisti . . . inclute Gratiane], you merited that at some point, you 
would generate imperial offspring, that you would be a seedbed ofthe prin- 
cipate, that you would become a royal vein.”'?’ In 379, Ausonius sounded 
the same theme once again with Gratian's homonymous grandson: “You, 
Gratian, who have merited [meruisti] your name not by isolated deeds but 
by the continual kindliness of your gracious life, you who would have re- 
ceived this as a surname by general consent had you not inherited it from 
your grandfather.”!?® As time passed, then, the empire grew accustomed to 
acknowledging the name Gratian as a dynastic title. 

In 365, by contrast, the message may not have been so clear. At this early 
date, Valens's position in the east was quite wobbly, especially with Julian’s 
cousin Procopius still on the loose. Valens not only lacked regal ancestors 
but had as yet no male offspring, another essential element of dynastic se- 
curity. Jovian, whose own claims to empire were extremely tenuous, had taken 
steps to remedy his dynastic weaknesses by naming his infant son consul for 
364 and according him the title nobilissimus puer, an indication that the boy 
was slated to be proclaimed emperor.'? Valentinian followed suit when he 
named his own son consul for 366 and granted him the same title at age 
seven.!? He then sealed the case by proclaiming Gratian Augustus in Am- 
biani (Amiens) on August 24, 367.!*! This proclamation secured the fam- 
ily's claim to the empire by binding empire and family as one. In this sense, 
the boy became the repository of hopes both for dynastic continuity and for 
the continued strength of Rome: *the exuberance of things present and the 
guarantee of things to come.”! The connection is clear in the stereotyped 
propaganda of coins that associated Gratian with the “Glory of the New Age" 


137. Symm. Or. 1.3. Cf. Aus. XVIII Cento nup. 1. 9: “nomine avum referens." On these par- 
allels between Ammianus and Symmachus, see Sabbah 1978, 340-42. 

138. Aus. XXI Grat. act. 8 [39]. 

139. On Varronian's consulate, see p. 19 and esp. Them. Or. 5.71b. See also Them. Or. 
5.64d-65a, which implies the intent to make Varronian Caesar. On Varronian as nobilissimus 
puer, see Philostorg. 8.8. On the title nobilissimus puer and its connotations, see Instinsky 1952, 
98-103; Pabst 1986, 57-58. 

140. For evidence of Gratian’s consulship and the title nobilissmus puer, see Bagnall et al. 
1987, 266-67, to which add AE 1955, 52. See also Pabst 1989, 218-23, and Doignon 1966, 
which, however, builds on the incorrect assumption that Gratian was the first to receive the 
title. 

141. For the date, see Cons. Const. s.a. 364; Soc. 4.11.3; Chron. pasch., p. 557. For other 
sources on the proclamation, see AM 27.6.1-16, 30.7.7; Symm. Or. 1.3, 2.31-32, 3.1-6; Soz. 
6.10.1; Epit. 45.4; Zos. 4.14.4; Jer. Chron. s.a. 367; Prosper Chron. 1135; Philosotorg. 8.8; Theoph. 
a.m. 5857; Zon. 13.15. The sources agree that Gratian's mother played a role in influencing 
Valentinian's decision to make Gratian Augustus; cf. AM 27.6.1; Zos. 4.12.2; Epit. 45.4. On Gra- 
tian's proclamation, see esp. Seeck, Untergang, 377; Straub 1939, 17-19, 67; Fortina 1953, 19-32; 
Pabst 1986, 94-97. 

142. Symm. Or. 3.2: "laetitia praesentium, securitas posterorum"; cf. Pabst 1989, 223-26, 
with Del Chicca 1987 on the date (a. 370). It also initiated the practice of appointing child em- 
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Figure 9. Gratian, the sPES R(ei) P(ublicae), 
between Valentinian and Valens. Solidus of 
Antioch. RIC 9.277.20b. Courtesy American 
Numismatic Society. 





(GLORIA NOVI SAECVLI) and the “Hope of the State” (sPEs R[ei] P[ublicae]) 
(Fig. 9).!9 

Notuntil after he had quashed Procopius's revolt could Valens have hoped 
for similar security. His first son, Valentinian Galates, was born in the midst 
of the rebellion on January 18, 366.!^* At that point, Valens and his army 
were waiting out the winter in Galatian Ancyra before moving to face the 
usurper. Imperial propaganda later played up the connection between the 
boy's birth and the revolt by hailing him with his topographical nickname — 
taken from Valens's winter headquarters—and by heralding the felicitous co- 
incidence between Valentinian's birth and the suppression of the usurper. 1# 
The latter was emphasized in Themistius's oration 9, delivered on the occa- 
sion of Galates' first consulship in 369. His appointment to this office at the 
age of three and designation in his turn as nobilissimus puer make it clear that, 
but for his untimely death ca. 372, Galates would soon have followed in his 
cousin's footsteps.!4° Gregory of Nazianzus tells us that Galates' fatal illness 


perors with full honors as Augustus, a practice that, like the use of the Hebdomon for Valens's 
proclamation, became standard in the Byzantine empire. 

143. These epithets were heralded on the coinage (GLORIA NOVI SAECVLI = AIC 9.45 [Lug- 
dunum 15]; 64, 66 [Arelate, 10, 15]; SPE-SRP = RIC 9.277 [Antioch 20]) and in panegyric 
(Symm. Or. 3.2: "novi saeculi spes sperata"; 4: "spe electus es"; 9: “novo saeculo"; 12; cf. Or. 2.31 
and Aus. XVIII Cent. nupt. praef. 7). 

144. Cons. Const. s.a. 366; Chron. pasch., p. 556. Soc. 4.10, followed by Soz. 6.10.1, mistak- 
enly claims that Valentinian's second son, Valentinian II, was born in 366. In his edition of 
Themistius 1965-74, 1: 181-82, Downey is misled by this notice and assumes that Or. 9 was ad- 
dressed to "Valentiniano Valentiniani filio, annos tres nato." In fact, Valentinian II had not been 
born when the oration was delivered in 369. His birth must have fallen in 371, because a num- 
ber of sources claim that he was four years old when he came to the throne in 375 (AM 30.10.4; 
Epit. 45.10; Philostorg. 9.16; Zon. 13.17; Theoph. a.m. 5867; cf. Oaks 1996). 

145. Them. Or. 9.121a, 122c. On the other side of the empire, Symmachus Or. 3.7 offered 
similar praise to Gratian, whose consulship coincided with Procopius's defeat. 

146. For evidence of Galates's consulship and designation as nobilissimus puer, see Bagnall 
et al. 1987, 272—73, to which add P Oxy 4377-80. Themistius Or. 9, esp. 128a-c, also spread 
the word that Galates's proclamation was in the offing. On the death of Galates, see Greg. 
Naz. Or. 43.54; Ruf. HE 11.9; Soc. 4.26.22-24; Soz. 6.16.8-9; Theod. HE 4.19.8-10; BP 4.5; 
Theoph. a.m. 5868. The exact date is not secure. Galates was alive when Themistius addressed 
him in 369, but not in 373, when Them. Or. 11.153c asked Zeus for a son for Valens, imply- 
ing that his first was no longer alive. Greg. Naz. Or. 43.54 implies that Galates's death fell af- 
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nearly crushed his father, literally bringing the emperor to his knees in 
tears. ^" Valens's grief must have been heightened by his awareness that the 
boy's death ended his hopes for dynastic security.!*? The failure to produce 
another male descendant continued to weaken Valens's position through- 
out his rule and no doubt increased fears of challenges to his power. 
Having covered Valens's homeland and birth, our panegyrist would have 
turned to his education, and, once again, the Pannonian would have fallen 
short of the ideal. Fourth-century panegyrics and epitomized histories were 
insistent on the importance of education and rhetorical skills to the ideal 
ruler.!? More important for Valens, during the half century prior to his ac- 
cession, the Constantinian emperors had come reasonably close to achiev- 
ing this ideal. Constantine was a man of considerable learning and rhetori- 
cal ability. Above all, his knowledge of both Latin and Greek helped him to 
communicate with all his subjects, in west and east. ? Constantius II was, like 
his father, bilingual and was reputed to be quite learned. He placed great 
personal stock in paideia and, pace Ammianus, was praised as a man of con- 
siderable rhetorical talent.!°! Julian, of course, carried imperial learning to 
precipitous new heights. In his reign, the significance of paideia hypertro- 


ter Valens's encounter with Basil at the feast of Epiphany, which we have dated to 372. The 
boy's death probably occurred later that year; cf. Seeck, Untergang, 460, which misdates Them. 
Or. 11 to 374. 

147. Greg. Naz. Or. 43.54. 

148. In keeping with the customary rhetoric, contemporaries portrayed Galates's birth as 
guaranteeing the well-being of the state (Them. Or. 8.120a; DRB praef. 8). See similar rhetoric 
of Gratian, pp. 90-91. Valens's "dynasty" seems not to have survived his death; it is unknown 
whether his daughters, Anastasia and Carosa, married. Valentinian's was subsumed by that of 
Theodosius. Neither of Valentinian's sons bore children, but his daughter Galla married Theo- 
dosius, and their daughter Galla Placidia eventually gave birth to the emperor Valentinian III. 

149. For panegyrics, see Pan. Lat. 9[4] passim, esp. 9[41.2.3-4, 19.1-4; Lib. Or. 59.32-38; 
cf. Straub 1939, 174-94; Lendon 1997, 117; Staesche 1998, 236-65. See Bird 1984, 71-80, 
on the great importance of education in Aurelius Victor's epitomated history. No similar study 
exists for the Epitome de caesaribus, but see 1.16—17, 24, 2.4, 8.6, 10.2, 13.8, 14.2, 16.6, 20.8, 
29.2, 40.15, 18, 41.8—9, 14, 25, 42.7, 10, 18-19, 43.5, 44.3, 45-5, 47-4, 48.9, 11. Similar praise 
in SHA Hadr. 14.8-9, 15.10-13, 20.6-7; Marc. 27.6-7; Gall. 11.4—9; Carus 11.1-3. Bird 1993, 
xliii, notes that education was largely neglected by Eutropius in his epitome for Valens, but see 
7.21, 8.7, 11-12, 19, 10.7, 10, 16. 

150. On Constantine's education, see Corcoran 1996, 259-60, 263-64. Eus. Vit. Const. 4.8, 
29, 32, 47 tells us that Constantine had speeches translated into Greek and delivered them thus 
and Vit. Const. 3.13 compliments him on his efforts to use Greek. He seems to have understood 
Greek but to have spoken it with diffidence, as the interesting court case at CTh 8.15.1 would 
indicate. See Millar 1977, 205-6; Barnes 1981, 73-75; Corcoran 1996, 260-65. 

151. On Constantius's interest in education, see Zon. 13.11; CTh 14.1.1 (a. 360); Them. 
Or. 3.45b; Constantiou demegoria passim, esp. 20d ( Themistii orationes 3: 121—28). On his rhetor- 
ical skill, see Jul. Or. 1.32a, 3.75b-d; Them. Or. 2.29a, 34b, 37a-b, 3.45C, 4-54a; Aur. Vict. Caes. 
42.1-4, 23; Lib. Or. 59.97; cf. AM 21.16.4; Epit. 42.18. On Constantius's education more broadly, 
see Teitler 1992, 119-20. 
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phied into an obsession so large that volumes have been written on it. ? Here 
it suffices to recall the respect that the emperor's learning commanded in 
precisely the region of Procopius's greatest support, Asia Minor. Asians hon- 
ored Julian in inscriptions as the “emperor revered for his philosophia," ? 
and their philosophoi welcomed his invitation to join the imperial court. !*4 
After his death, many of the same cities that so admired his abilities must 
have been correspondingly dismayed at the rise of a new crop of Illyrians 
whose meager scholastic attainments rendered them much less amenable to 
the values they cherished. In a world where "learning" in the broadest sense 
provided those in authority not just with the proper refinement but with a 
veritable code of conduct, an undereducated emperor was both unseemly 
and threatening. 

Of course, Valentinian and Valens enjoyed some education, and both seem 
to have agreed that paideia should number among the qualities of a good 
ruler. Both undertook educational reforms, and both proved remarkably gen- 
erous to teachers. !*® Valentinian in particular is portrayed as a man of mod- 
erate learning and considerable talent—a sculptor, painter, and armorer.!^? 
In the introduction to his Cento nuptialis, Ausonius, the erudite Bordelais who 
served Valentinian as court poet, called his patron a *learned man, in my 
estimation." Indeed, Ausonius composed his Cento in an effort to match 
Valentinian's ability to quote Vergil, which has tempted some to credit the 
emperor with great erudition. The contents, however, raise doubts. As its 
name implies, the Cento nuptialis is a wedding poem, a genre that calls for 
ribaldry. In this case, however, Ausonius reshapes Vergil's lines into an epyl- 
lion so sodden with violent, pornographic images that one questions his pur- 
ported admiration of Valentinian's cultural attainments. 1° As we have seen, 
from a young age, Valentinian spent much of his life in military camps, where 


152. Esp. Lib. Or. 12.27-31, 18.11-30; Soc. 3.1. See Bowersock 1978, 21-32; Athanassiadi 
1981, esp. 13-51; R. B. E. Smith 1995, 23-36. 

153. IEph. 313a: "philosophiae princeps venerandus"; 3021; Movoeiov kai BıßAuodykn 5.1 
(1885) 61 n. v: (Iasos) tov ék duAocodías Baoıdevovra; CIL 3.14218 (near Smyrna): *filosofiae 
m[agi / stro veneran]do”; CIL 3.7088 = ILS 751 (near Pergamum): “filosfilae] magistro / ven- 
era[nd]o." 

154. Jul. ELF26-39; Eunap. VS 7.3.10—4.10; Greg. Naz. Or. 5.20; cf. Penella 1990, 119-21. 

155. On the culture of paideia in the east and its social and political function, see Straub 
1939, 146-74; Wolf 1952, 75-92; Brown 1992, 35-74; Gleason 1995. 

156. See pp. 269-70. 

157. AM 30.9.4; Epit. 45.6; but see Zos. 3.36.2: muudevoews oddemids mereoxnkei. An assess- 
ment of Valentinian's education and interest in culture is not easy to arrive at, given the con- 
tradictory sources. See the varied assessments in Seeck, Untergang, 2-3, 15-16, 41; Stein 1959, 
173; Tomlin 1973, 42-47; Matthews 1975, 49-55- 

158. Aus. XVIII Cento nupt. heading: "vir meo iudicio eruditus." 

159. Green 1991, 518-19: "[N]otwithstanding the thin veil of allegory, it is one of the most 
detailed descriptions of sexual intercourse in Latin Literature, and also one of the most vio- 
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he is unlikely to have been steeped in books. Unlike his Constantinian pre- 
decessors, too, he never learned Greek.!9? In his native Latin, Valentinian's 
manner of speech was vigorous but laconic, approaching eloquence with- 
out, apparently, attaining it.!°! He was thus moderately learned. To judge by 
contemporary sources, however, he fancied himself more a soldier than a 
scholar, and, if Ammianus can be believed, he even harbored active resent- 
ment of the erudites.!9? 

Valens was even less well trained.!9 In terms of positive evidence for his 
education, we know only that he could write.!9* Like his brother, he spoke 
scant Greek, a great disadvantage to the ruler of the eastern empire. This 
difficulty was already clear in the first words that Themistius addressed to 
him, an elaborate apology for the orator's inability to communicate in his 
native tongue. In subsequent speeches, Themistius repeated similar apolo- 
gies for addressing philologically fine-tuned speeches to a man who could 
not understand them.! When Libanius delivered such a panegyric to 
Valens, imperial ministers actually cut him offin mid speech, perhaps a reflec- 
tion of Valens's distaste for such exercises.!9? Valens was certainly no orator 
himself. He seems to have been extremely diffident about delivering public 
addresses, given that we hear of only one occasion on which he did so.!9? 
Themistius marveled that Valens matched Pericles as a mediator, even 
though he was “not of equal ability with Pericles as a demagogue.”!® Valens 


lent. The frankness is found in some of [Ausonius's] epigrams; the violence, which is not, could 
have been a concession to Valentinian's tastes." Contrast Sivan 1993, 105-6. 

160. AM 30.5.9-10 indicates that Valentinian spoke only Latin, pace Tomlin 1973, 43, 253, 
and Vanderspoel 1995, 157 n. 10. Them. Or. 6.71c, although probably delivered only to Valens, 
implies the same with: div. Sotiroff 1972, who charges that both Valentinian and Valens knew 
Latin, Greek, and “Pannonian,” is not at all careful with the evidence. The author of SHA Au- 
rel. 24.2—4 certainly assumed that Pannonians knew only Latin, although epigraphy around Sir- 
mium confirms that some at least spoke Greek (Balla 1989). On fourth-century bilingualism, 
see Matthews 1989, 67-74. 

161. AM 30.9.4: “memoria sermoneque incitato quidem sed raro, facundiae proximo vi- 
gens"; cf. Epit. 45.5; Symm. Or. 2.29-30. 

162. AM 30.8.10. 

163. AM 31.14.5: "subagrestis ingenii, nec bellicis nec liberalibus studiis eruditus"; cf. 27.5.8: 
"imperator rudis"; 31.14.8: “ut erat inconsummatus et rudis"; Zos. 4.4.1. 

164. Theod. HE 4.19.15. 

165. Them. Or. 6.71c-d. Cf. 8.105c-d, 9.126b, 10.129c, 11.144c-d. 

166. Lib. Or. 1.144. Valens's impatience with court oratory may be alluded to at Them. Or. 
10.1292, 11.1442. Contrast the positive reactions of Constantine (Eus. Vit. Const. 4.33) and Ju- 
lian (Lib. Or. 15.7) to lengthy oratorical displays. More on proper imperial behavior on such 
occasions at L'Huillier 1992, 116-20. 

167. See p. 28. AM 31.11.1 implies that Valens spoke to troops individually in 378 but does 
not mention a general harangue. 

168. Them. Or. 7.94b; cf. 7.93b, 9.123c, 10.134b. Valens's ministers were also derided for 
their inability to speak Greek or to speak it properly; see Lib. Or. 1.156 (Festus); AM 30.4.2 
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was also short on historical knowledge, leading both Eunapius and Ammi- 
anus to lament the mistakes he could have avoided with a modicum of learn- 
ing.!° Even so, in keeping with the protocol of empire, few hesitated to flat- 
ter the emperor's wisdom. In nearly every speech he made to Valens, 
Themistius gushed with praise for the “true philosopher," and Valens's prae- 
torian prefect, Modestus, went so far as to call Valens's “rough, crude words 
‘choice Ciceronian posies.' "70 

With such wheedling, Modestus and Themistius did little more than con- 
firm the inadequacy of Valens's education by drawing attention to it. Even 
Valens and Valentinian would have been aware that they fell short of the ideal. 
The fact that they both engaged the most learned of tutors for their chil- 
dren indicates that they felt compelled to make up for their own deficien- 
cies in the next generation. Valentinian enlisted Ausonius to teach his son 
from a very early age, winning for the boy the highest praise in subsequent 
panegyrics.!7! In the east, Themistius was slated to fill the same role for Ga- 
lates had the child survived: he actually told the three-year-old in 369 that 
he already surpassed his father in the teachers he had at his disposition.!? 
A similarly learned tutor was engaged for Valens’s daughters.! ? This inter- 
est in retaining great scholars as imperial tutors offers a clear sign that the 
Pannonian brothers accepted the ideal of the educated emperor, while no 
doubt remaining aware that they themselves fell short of it. Their subjects 
probably understood the same. The late fourth-century *Life of Maximinus" 
in the Historia Augusta mocks the stereotypically rough-hewn Illyrian emperor 
for engaging great minds to teach his son, perhaps an allusion to the rustic 
Valentinian and his overeducated son Gratian.!”* 


(Modestus); Greg. Naz. Or. 43.47 (Demosthenes), followed by Theod. HE 4.19.12 and Theoph. 
a.m. 5868. Cf. Zos. 5.9.3—5 (Valens's relative Procopius). 

169. Eunap. Hist. fr. 44.1 (Blockley); AM 26.10.12, 29.2.18; cf. AM 30.8.4-6, 9, of Valen- 
tinian. Contrast Julian's good use of historical knowledge once he was emperor (Lib. Or. 18.53, 
233, 245-46; Jul. Or. 4.244c-246a). Like Valentinian and Valens, Jovian was far from a model 
of the educated emperor (cf. AM 25.10.15; Joh. Ant. fr. 177, 181). 

170. On Modestus, see AM 29.1.11: “horridula eius verba et rudia, flasculos Tullianos ap- 
pellans.” On Themistius, see Or. 8.105c-d, 110d-111a, 11.144d-145a, 146d-147a. The author 
of DRB also seems to have regarded Valens as a man of limited intellect (cf. 1.10, 3.4, 5.2, 6.5). 

171. Sivan 1993, passim, esp. 101-6. Sivan contends that Ausonius began tutoring Gratian 
in 367. For praise of Gratian's education, see Symm. Or. 3.7; Ep. 1.20.2, 10.2.5; Them. Or. 9.125c; 
Aus. XXI Grat. actio 15 [68—71]; XX Prec. var. 1; AM 27.6.9, 31.10.18; cf. Pabst 1989, 200-202. 

172. Them. Or. 8.120a, 9.122d-124b, 125d-126d. In both cases, Themistius prays that he 
may play the role of Aristotle to Galates's Alexander. Themistius had similar aspirations with 
Arcadius, Or. 16.204b-d, 212c-213b, 18.224b-225b; cf. Dagron 1968, 11-12. 

173. Soc. 4.9.5; Soz. 6.9.3. 

174. SHA Max. 27.2-5. Like Gratian, Maximinus's son was supposed to have been granted 
a dynastic marriage (to the sister of Severus Alexander [SHA Max. 29.1-3]). More on the 
younger Maxim [in]us's education at Lippold 1991, 593-605. 
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Valens would certainly have felt the scrutiny of an eastern public that had 
known educated emperors for forty years before he came to power. Indeed, 
as with his birthplace and family background, Procopius drew attention to 
Valens's educational deficiencies by emphasizing his own superiority in this 
arena. Ammianus tells us that Procopius was *born in Cilicia of distinguished 
family and correspondingly educated.”!” Having been raised in the east, Pro- 
copius naturally spoke Greek, and Ammianus indicates that he knew Latin 
as well.!7° Ammianus also transmits an encrypted message sent by Procopius 
in the wake of his embassy to Persia, which is larded with allusions to his- 
torical literature, again implying considerable learning.!7? Well aware of the 
advantages of his education, Procopius apparently put these to work in his 
propaganda war against Valens. His wish to advertise his philosophical pose 
is nowhere more evident than in his coinage, where he had himself portrayed 
wearing a philosopher's beard (fig. 10). This attribute is unusual in the fourth 
century and was certainly meant to evoke memories of Procopius's cousin, 
Julian, who advertised his own philosophical pretensions with a studiously 
overgrown beard (fig. 11).!7* For this reason, after the end of the revolt, The- 
mistius was anxious to praise Valens, *who had been raised among weapons," 
asatrue devotee of philosophy by contrasting him with that ruler, “who grew 
out his beard and laid claim to being the most philosophical of kings" but 
ultimately proved reluctant to defend philosophia. ? Nor would Procopius's 
philosophical posturing have been lost on his eastern supporters. This was 
a world where a man's worth was judged by his education, where aristocrats, 
pagan or Christian, strove above all to be considered philosophoi, where the 
culture of Hellenism, a culture founded on the Greek language, was the pri- 
mary guarantor of unity among a vast sea of peoples.!?? To this audience, 
Procopius was much more palatable than Valens, and it was with thisin mind 
that Procopius scripted his performance. 

Thus, on three counts, Valens and his brother were not ideal emperors. 
As men of Pannonian origin, they could be praised for their martial back- 
ground but also derided as stereotypically brutish. This latter is precisely 
what happened when Procopius revolted. As men of common birth, their 
right to rule could also be challenged, and, as we shall see in what follows, 
Valens's actually was. As men of little education, they could be scorned as 


175. AM 26.6.1: "insigni genere Procopius in Cilicia natus et educatus." 

176. AM 26.7.15: "latine salute data." 

177. AM 27.6.15, 18.6.17-19. 

178. On Julian's beard, see Jul. Mis. 355d; cf. AM 25.4.22; Soc. 3.17.4. For the beard as an 
attribute on obverses, see Kent 1959, 109-17; Bastien 1992, 36-37. 

179. Them. Or. 7.99c-d, esp. 6 Tov mWywva kadeıuevos Kat Tod diocodwrdrov r&v 
BaoiMéow dvrvrowpevos . Here Themitius is referring to Julian but must also intend a double 
allusion to his cousin Procopius. 

180. See esp. Bowersock 1990, 29-33, 61-68. 
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Figure 10. A bearded Procopius proclaims 
the REPARATIO FEL(icium) TEMP (orum). 
Solidus of Cyzicus. RIC 9.239.1. Courtesy 
American Numismatic Society. 


Figure 11. Bearded Julian. Solidus of 
Antioch. RIC 8.530.196. Courtesy American 
Numismatic Society. 





unworthy of the responsibilities of empire and upstaged by a man who de- 
liberately played up his cultural attainments. We have seen that in each of 
these “qualities of character,” Valentinian’s and Valens’s cognition of the dis- 
sonance between ideal emperorship and the reality of their own rule led 
them to compensate, to mould themselves to an ideal that they did not en- 
tirely represent. These efforts helped them over time to strengthen their 
claims to legitimacy. During this early period, however, these claims were 
still dangerously tenuous. 


THE LONG SHADOW OF CONSTANTINE 


A dynasty had a life of its own. Once a family had secured for itself the prize 
of empire, the aura of power continued to surround its members until their 
dying days. This had been true since the first century, and even in the chaos 
of the mid third century, rulers generally took faltering steps to ensure dy- 
nastic succession. The webs of interrelation established by Diocletian and 
his fellow tetrarchs, following the former’s stabilization of the empire, con- 
tinued to affect dynastic links through the first quarter of the fourth cen- 
tury. Thus, when Constantius I died in 306, it seemed natural that his son 
would be promoted to fill his place. Constantine’s accession marked the first 
in a series of dynastic proclamations that would dominate much of the fourth 
century. Even after his death, Constantine’s name continued to command 
respect among the troops, and some people even came to worship him as a 
virtual deity despite his Christianity.!®! By the time his nephew Julian died 


181. Jul. Or. 1.8a. On worship paid to Constantine's statue at his porphyry column, see 
Philostorg. 2.17; Malalas 13.8 (p. 322); Chron. pasch., p. 530; Cedrenus, p. 518; Theod. HE 1.34.3; 
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in 363, the “New Flavian” dynasty, the second longest to rule Rome up to 
that day, had acquired an indelible glow of empire.!®? 

Julian’s successors were aware of the importance of dynasty and thus anx- 
ious to glorify their own families and highlight their connections to the im- 
perial family that had preceded them. Even when racing west to shore up 
his position, Jovian was careful to make a stop in Tarsus and pay his respects 
at Julian’s tomb.!5? This gesture was especially important because Julian’s 
remains had been deposited there only a short while earlier by his cousin, 
which would have strengthened public awareness that the family lived on.!*4 
When Valentinian and Valens succeeded Jovian, they must have kept this in 
mind, for they too “showed great concern about [ Julian’s] tomb and for the 
expense it involved.”!®° They could not afford to ignore the respect owed to 
the last member ofa dynasty that had defined emperorship since before their 
birth. 

When Procopius revolted, he was certainly aware that claiming the Con- 
stantinian name offered him his strongest argument for legitimacy. From 
the beginning, he played this trump card, boasting of his “relationship with 
the imperial family" (AM 26.6.18) and giving out that Julian had named 
him as his successor. Neither claim being entirely justified, however, Pro- 
copius needed further evidence. This he obtained through Constantius's 
former wife, Fausta, and baby daughter, Constantia. Early on, he garnered 
support among the troops by carrying the baby aboutin his arms and boast- 
ing of his familial connection to her. He also saw to it that Fausta was present 
at a ceremony during which he received some of the imperial emblems.159 
In the field, Procopius harangued his troops to the effect that he was fight- 
ing on behalf of the "imperial stock," using Fausta and Constantia, who fol- 
lowed him as living emblems of his dynastic claim, to drive home the point.!5? 

In the speech during which he mocked Valens as a “base Pannonian,” Pro- 
copius stressed the same connections: "Nay, follow rather the offspring of 
the loftiest royal line, one who has taken up arms with the greatest justice, 


cf. Fowden 1991, 125-31. See Corcoran 1996, 68-69, on Constantine's normative role in later 
imperial law. 

182. On the importance of dynastic propaganda in cementing the authority of Constan- 
tine's family, see MacCormack 1981, 185-88. 

183. AM 25.10.4; Soc. 3.26.1-2; Zon. 13.14. 

184. AM 25.9.12; cf. 23.2.5. Zos. 3.34.4 and Zon. 13.13 record the epigram on Julian's 
tomb. See also Lib. Or. 1.132, 15.4—5, 77, 16.53, 18.306, 24.8; Greg. Naz. Or. 5.18, 21.33. 
Philostorg. 8.1 tells us that Julian's tomb was next to that of Maximin Daia. 

185. Lib. Or. 24.10. Greg. Naz. Or. 21.33 states that Julian's tomb was destroyed in an earth- 
quake, perhaps the earthquake of 365. If so, Libanius may imply that Valentinian and Valens 
had it rebuilt. Julian's remains were later transferred to Constantinople; cf. DiMaio 1978. 

186. AM 26.7.10. Eunap. Hist. fr. 34.2 (Blockley) may be related to the same claims, see 
Blockley 1981-83, 2: 137 n. 73. 

187. AM 26.9.3. 
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not in order to seize what belongs to another, but to restore himself to the 
possession of his ancestral majesty.”'®® Zosimus confirms that such claims won 
support among the soldiery.!?? They certainly struck a chord with the Di- 
vitenses et Tungrecani—the first units to join the revolt—and their com- 
manders, who knew Procopius personally. These had initially been formed 
as crack mobile units by Constantine and thus owed their existence and al- 
legiance to Procopius's "family."!?? The connection to Constantine also en- 
abled Procopius to persuade the Goths to send him auxiliaries. As we shall 
see, these firmly believed that they owed the usurper the same loyalty that 
they had accorded his “family” ever since they struck a treaty with Constan- 
tine in 332.1?! Procopius's Constantinian connections also apparently played 
arole in winning over high-level commanders. His purported relations prob- 
ably helped secure the support of his magistri militum, Gomoarius and Agilo; 
the careers of both had been advanced in the reign of Constantius. Once in 
office under Procopius, Agilo also won the praetorian prefecture for his fa- 
ther-in-law, Araxius, another man who owed his career to Constantius. ?? So, 
too, Rumitalca, whose acuity won Procopius a foothold in Asia, was proba- 
bly the son of a Thracian with long-standing connections to Constantine's 
house, and Vitalianus, a tribune who had probably served under Julian in 
Gaul, transferred his loyalty and his units to Procopius as a personal friend.!” 
Procopius's dynastic claims thus constituted one of his chief weapons in the 
war to assemble an army from scratch. 

These claims were, of course, built around the successful use of propa- 
ganda. Here, as we have seen, the usurper's skill was uncanny. Further evi- 
dence is readily available in Procopius's coinage. He was undoubtedly aware 
that coins offered the quickest way to reach the largest audience with phys- 
ical confirmation of his rule, and having seized control of most of the east- 
ern mints, he sent men to distribute coins “bearing the image of the new 


188. AM 20.7.16. Ironically, the latter part of this passage has a tenuous textual pedigree 
of its own. Them. Or. 2.33d-34a, 3.43a-c used similar rhetoric to justify Constantius's defense 
of his ancestral rights to the throne against Magnentius; cf. Lib. Or. 59.10-28, 30, 49-55. 

189. Zos. 4.7.1; cf. Them. Or. 7.90a, 92b. For further examples of dynastic loyalty among 
the soldiery, see Lendon 1997, 254. 

190. AM 26.6.12—13: “per quosdam ex isdem numeris notos." On the formation of the Di- 
vitenses et Tungrecani under Constantine, see Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 177-79- 

191. AM 26.10.3, 27.5.1; Eunap. Hist. fr. 37 (Blockley); Zos. 4.7.1; see pp. 147-52. 

192. PLRE I, Gomoarius; Agilo. Both Gomoarius and Agilo appear to have been dismissed 
by Julian. Gomoarius had actually been sent by Constantius to halt Julian's advance through 
Moesia in 361. On Araxius, see AM 26.7.6, 10.7; and see PLRE I on his earlier career. 

193. On Rumitalca, see PLRE I, which associates Procopius's tribune Rumitalca with Val. 
Rometalca, DUX AEG ET THEB UTRAMQUE LIBB under Constantine, CIL 3.12073 = ILS 701. His 
family may also be attested in a dedication at the Moesian villa of Mediana, often associated with 
the family of Constantine (Petrovic 1993, 72-73). On Vitalianus, see AM 20.7.15, if this Vital- 
ianus is to be associated with the one mentioned at AM 25.10.9, as at PLRE I, Vitalianus 3. 
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Figure 12. Aes of Procopius holding a /abarum with Chi- 
Rho in field. Double-sized. RIC 9.215.172. Courtesy 
British Museum. 


emperor” into Illyricum.!?* These would have carried messages that reinforced 
his dynastic propaganda with their reverse legend REPARATI-O FEL (icium) 
TEMP (orum), a patent evocation of the famous legend of Constantius's pro- 
lific bronze type, FEL(icium) TEMP(orum)-REPARATIO (figs. 10, 12—13).195 
To drive home the link, Procopius also shifted his bronze denominations back 
to a standard initiated under Julian.!9? Furthermore, as noted earlier, his ob- 
verses portrayed him with a beard, an attribute meant simultaneously to evoke 
Procopius's own philosophical pretensions and his dynastic connections with 
the Apostate. Unlike Julian, however, Procopius was apparently Christian— 
a fact also advertised on his coinage with the labarum. By juxtaposing these 
seemingly contradictory symbols, Procopius played all available angles of dy- 
nastic politics, concurrently portraying himself as rightful heir of both the 
Christian Constantius and the philosopher-king Julian. 

Procopius not only understood how to capitalize on visual propaganda, 
he also had an acute sense of location. He probably knew that his best hopes 
for easy support lay in Constantinople. The eastern capital had, of course, 
been refounded by Constantine and owed its name and prestige to the Con- 
stantinian family.!9” Constantine and Constantius had filled the city with art 
and monuments such as the baths of Anastasia, named after the emperor's 
sister, where Procopius had himself proclaimed.!9? The Senate of Constan- 
tinople was also a creation of Constantine, and its membership had been 


194. AM 26.7.11; cf. p. 96. 

195. On Procopius's issues, see R/Cg9.192-93 (Heraclea 6-8); 215 (Constantinople 17-19); 
240 (Cyzicus 4—7); 251 (4-8). On Constantius's issues, see Mattingly 1933; Kent 1967. See also 
Austin 1972b, 193; Matthews 1989, 200-201; Wiebe 1995, 73-81. 

196. Elmer 1937, 41-42. 

197. See esp. Dagron 1974, 29-42, 319. 

198. AM 26.6.14. On Constantinian building and benefaction, see Dagron 1974, 88-90, 
300-305. 
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Figure 13. Aes of Constantius proclaiming FEL (icium) 
TEMP (orum) REPARATIO. RIC 8.523.135. Courtesy 
American Numismatic Society. 


greatly increased by Constantius, who further expanded the number of sen- 
ators and increased the importance of offices available to the city's aristo- 
crats.!9 Moreover, Julian had been born in the capital and was initially ed- 
ucated there. During his stay in the city in the winter of 361/62, he made it 
eminently clear that he felt great attachment to his patria, and the Con- 
stantinopolitans returned his affection.??? It is little wonder, then, that Con- 
stantinople provided the springboard for the revolt. Its population consisted 
of people like Andronicus, Procopius's vicar of Asia, whose families had come 
there to take advantage of the opportunities created by Procopius's “fore- 
bears."??! Themistius indicates that Andronicus was by no means alone 
among Constantinopolitan senators who joined the cause.??? 

In response to the revolt, Valens, of course, employed propaganda of his 
own. We have already seen that his official rhetoric downplayed the supposed 
connections of Procopius, the lowly secretary, to Constantine's family and 
labeled him a brigand and criminal. Once Valens had secured support from 
the general Arbitio, he could also provide a foil to counter the usurper's fam- 
ily connections. Although Arbitio was not a Constantinian dynast, he had 
been Constantius's trusted commander, and his claims to authority with the 


199. Petit 1957, 347-82; A. H. M. Jones 1964, 545-62; Dagron 1974, 119-90; Chastagnol 
1976, 341-56; 1982, 180-84; Vanderspoel 1995, 62-70, 105-8. 

200. AM 22.9.2, 25.3.23; Zos. 3.11.2; Pan. Lat. 3 [11].2.3, 14.6; Them. Or. 4.58d-59a; Jul. 
Ep. 59 (Bidez): eis triv eur marpida Kvworavrivov mow... éy« de ws unrepa duo. Kat 
yàp Eyevgunv map abr) Kal Erpadnv Ereive, kai od Övvancı mepi adr dyvapav eva. See 
Dagron 1974, 193-94. 

201. PLRE I, Andronicus 3, esp. Lib. Or. 62.58-60. See Seeck, Briefe, 74 (Andronicus II), on 
the entry of Andronicus's family into the Senate of Constantinople from Italy. On the repopu- 
lation of the city and Senate by Constantine and his successors, see Dagron 1974, 120-35, 519-20. 

202. Or. 7.97d. For more on connections between Procopius and those with links to the 
house of Constantine, see pp. 99 and 109. 
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army were assured by his seniority among living generals. Before the show- 
down at Thyateira, he was able to persuade Procopius's forces to desert by 
begging them “to obey him asa parent who was known for his successful cam- 
paigns" rather than following the “public brigand."??? 

Later, Themistius would flatter Valens with favorable comparisons to the 
Constantinian dynasts, no doubt a reflection of Valens's official stance to- 
ward his predecessors.*° Nevertheless, while Valens took delight in his pur- 
ported superiority to the Constantinians, he also recognized their importance 
for his own legitimacy and made efforts to connect himself with their glory. 
Sensing this, Themistius also told Valens that he had taken over rule from 
the Constantinian dynasts *without letting anyone perceive a change of dy- 
nasty.”2"° To prove the connection, Valens took responsibility for complet- 
ing Constantine's Church of the Holy Apostles and apparently played a role 
in connecting it with the adjacent imperial mausoleum, where both Con- 
stantine and Constantius had been buried.” When Valentinian died in 375, 
his body was interred there among the remains of his predecessors. Valens, 
whose body was lost, seems to have prepared a sarcophagus there for him- 
self as well.??? Valens also completed the cistern and aqueduct begun by Con- 
stantius at Constantinople and affixed his own name to the latter. And he 
finished both the Thermae Constantinianae?® and the Anastasian baths, 
where Procopius was proclaimed, which he rechristened “Anastasianae,” this 
time after his own daughter.??? 

The attempts to rival the Constantinians or, better yet, to join their family 
to the Valentinians, went even deeper. The moment she reached marriage- 
able age in 374, Constantia, who had served as Procopius's dynastic talisman 
in her infancy, was sent west to marry Valentinian's son Gratian.?!? Themistius 


203. AM 26.9.4-5; Zos. 4.7.4. For Arbitio's career, see PLRE I, Flavius Arbitio 2. Procopius 
himself had courted Arbitio (AM 26.8.13) as a potential link in his chain of Constantinian 
generals. 

204. Them. Or. 6.76a, 83b, 8.113c, 115c-d, 11.151a-b; cf. 9.128c. Themistius's criticism 
of Constantine’s betrayal of Licinius is echoed at Eutr. 10.5; cf. 10.6. Themistius Or. 5.70d had 
used such rhetoric before Jovian. 

205. Them. Or. 7.92b: otk elacas aicbécba ris Tod yévovs weraßoAns. 

206. Jer. Chron. s.a. 370; Cons. Const. s.a. 370 and Chron. pasch., p. 559, with Mango 1990a; 
cf. Dagron 1974, 401-5 on the complications of dating the phases of construction for the 
monument. 

207. On Valentinian, see Cons. Const. s.a. 376; AM 30.10.1; cf. Marcellinus Comes Chron. 
s.a. 382. See also Grierson 1962, 23-26, 42; Johnson 1991, 501-2, who notes that Valentin- 
ian's wives were also buried there. 

208. On the cistern, aqueduct, and Thermae Constantinianae, see app. D, catalog nos. Co 
2, 4, 5. 

209. See app. D, catalog no. Co 8. 

210. AM 29.6.7; cf. Aus. XXI Grat. act. 11 [53]; Them. Or. 13.168a and Fortina 1953, 26-27. 
The dating to 374 seems to be confirmed by the dedication of a bath complex in Calabria on 
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later assured Gratian that Constantinople was rendered secure by his min- 
gling of blood with that of the Constantines. By 378, a Roman church coun- 
cil referred to Constantine as “your ancestor" in a missive to Gratian, and in 
the same year Gratian himself sent Ausonius a consular robe embroidered 
with an image of Constantius, whom the young emperor called parens nos- 
ter?!! Valentinian apparently sought a similar connection for himself. At some 
point, perhaps in 369, he divorced his first wife, Severa (or Mari[a]na?) and 
married an Italian named Justina.?? Some sources report that he had 
turned on Severa after she unjustly used her influence to buy an estate fraud- 
ulently; be that as it may, his underlying reason for the divorce was no doubt 
dynastic.?!? By the time Valentinian remarried, Severa had not born Valen- 
tinian any children since Gratian, ten years earlier. Justina bore him four over 
the next six years, one of them another son, Valentinian II.?!* More important, 
these children could claim a royal pedigree on their mother's side. Justina's 


father, Justus—probably from the aristocratic family of the Neratii?—was 
apparently the nephew ofthe princess Galla, former wife of Julius Constantius 
and the mother of Gallus Caesar.?!® As a child, Justina had already been 
drafted for a similar dynastic marriage to the usurper Magnentius, who was 
seeking recognition from Constantius.?!7 With the Constantinian dynasty all 


June 27, 374 [AE 1913, 227], by the emperors to their queens (REGINIS SUIS), apparently in 
honor of the recent marriage. Gratian was fifteen and Constantia was twelve at their marriage 
(c£. Seeck, Untergang, 38—40). After the marriage, Gratian was left in charge at Trier while Valen- 
tinian moved east to Pannonia, implying that Gratian was now acting with greater independence 
from his father (cf. AM 30.10.1; Zos. 4.19.1). His first law at Trier fell in 376 (CTh 15.7.3). 

211. Them. Or. 19.167c: ots o) Kal 7H aiuarı dveutyOns ; Epistula romani concilii sub Damaso 
habiti 11 (PL 13.583): "apud parentem vestrum Constantinum"; Aus. XXI Grat. act. 11 [53]: 
“palmatam tibi misi in qua divus Constantius parens noster intextus est." See also CTh 16.6.2 
(a. 377): "lege divali parentum nostrum Constantini, Constanti, Valentiniani decreta sunt." 

212. PLRE I, Iustina. 

219. Chron. pasch., p. 559 (a. 369); Malalas 13.31 (p. 341); John of Nikiu, p. 82 all of which 
report the name of Valentinian's first wife as Mari[a]na. These same sources report that Gratian 
recalled his mother after the death of his father; cf. AM 28.1.57. Soc. 4.31.13 calls her Severa. 
D. Woods has a paper in progress on the question. More on Valentinian's divorce on p. 267. 

214. PLRE I, Flavius Valentinianus 8; Iusta; Grata; Galla 2. Within a month of Valentinian 
II's birth, Justina had acquired the title Augusta, C/4.22.7 (Aug. 7, 371). Cf. Tomlin 1973, 90-91. 

215. PLRE I, Iustus 1. 

216. First argued at Rougé 1958; accepted at PLRE I, Galla 1; cf. Sabbah 1992, 99-100. The 
connection is deduced from the names of Justina's brothers, Constantius and Cerealis, and one 
of her daughters, Galla. All were names characteristic of the Neratii. Galla's brother, PLRE I, Vul- 
cacius Rufinus 25, served as Valentinian's praetorian prefect of Italy from 365 to 368. Barnes 
1982, 44, 108, argues that Justina was a great-grandaughter of Crispus Caesar. Justina had con- 
siderable family estates which she left to her daughters. Ownership of these was contested by an 
orphanus, who eventually won his claim in a trial before Valentinian II (Amb. De obit. Val. 37). 
This was perhaps a son of one of Justina’s brothers, Constantianus (d. 369) or Cerealis (d. ?). 

217. Zos. 4.49.1; cf. 4.19.1; Joh. Ant. fr. 187, which indicates that Justina was so young when 
she married Magnentius that she could not bear children. Rougé 1974 argues that Soc. 4.31.11— 
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but extinct, Justina must have seemed once again an attractive mate to an 
emperor hoping to bolster his dynastic connections. 

Valentinian and Valens thus eventually compensated for the disparities be- 
tween their own family and their predecessors’ by competing with, but also 
absorbing the earlier dynasty. Unfortunately for Valens, the contrasts between 
the two families still stood out much more starkly than the connections in 
the second year of his reign. Procopius capitalized on these contrasts to cobble 
together a revolt with remarkable ingenuity. In what follows, however, we shall 
see how Valentinian and Valens had already sowed the seeds for revolt by ini- 
tially drawing the contrasts with their predecessors far too sharply and thus 
alienating some of the most powerful citizens of the eastern empire. 


A CHANGING OF THE GUARD: 

PUNISHMENT AND CONCESSIONS BEFORE AND AFTER THE REVOLT 
Any change in emperors necessarily brought with it a shift in imperial per- 
sonnel. At times this was carried out with a minimum of reprisals, at others 
not. After taking over Constantius’s court in 362, Julian, for example, had 
employed the familiar tool of a formal judicial inquest to facilitate the cashier- 
ing of those whom he regarded as threatening. When all was said and done, 
at least six of Constantius’s top officials had been exiled and four more ex- 
ecuted, two by burning alive.?!® Despite the attempts of sources favorable to 
Julian to absolve him of culpability,?!? his actions did not go unnoticed. The 
year after his death, Themistius contrasted Julian's ruthlessness with the mild- 
ness of his successor: "But receiving the empire under compulsion and in 
its entirety, you [Jovian] kept it more bloodless than those who received it 
by inheritance, since you did not suspect anyone as ill-willed or fear anyone 
as more worthy."?? Themistius was, of course, right. By comparison with his 
predecessor, Jovian had been a model of tolerance. Aside from dismissing a 
few generals, including Procopius himself?! Jovian kept most of Julian’s 
commanders and bureaucrats in place.?? Of course this soft touch won praise 


13 should be construed to mean that Justus was put to death for consenting to his daughter's 
marriage to Magnentius. 

218. AM 22.3.1-12; Lib. Or. 18.152; Jul. Ep. 33 (Bidez). Executed were PLRE I, Ursulus 1 
(comes sacrarum largitionum), Apodemius 1 (agens in rebus), Paulus “Catena” 4 (notarius), Eusebius 11 
(praepositus sacri cubiculi). Exiled were Palladius 4 (ex magister officiorum), Flavius Taurus 3 (prae- 
torian prefect), Florentius 3 (magister officiorum), Evagrius 5 (comes rei privatae), Flavius Saturni- 
nus 10 (cura palatii), Cyrinus (ex notarius). Cf. also PLRE I, Thalassius 2 (ex proximus libellorum). 

219. E.g., AM 22.3.8-9; Lib. Or. 18.152-53. 

220. Them. Or. 5.66d; cf. Vanderspoel 1995, 147-48. See also Eunap. VS 7.4.11. 

221. PLRE I, Flavius Nevitta; Hormisdas 2; Procopius 4. 

222. On military officials, see PLRE I, Flavius Arinthaeus; Sebastianus 2; Victor 4; Dagalaifus; 
and Flavius Iovinus 6 (on whom, see AM 25.10.7-9). On civilian ministers, see PLRE I, Sat- 
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from the panegyrist, but it was as much a function of Jovian's desperate sit- 
uation as of any commitment to appease the friends of his predecessor. Only 
after the army had been extracted from Persia and marched back to the cen- 
ter of the empire could an emperor have hoped to shed himself of unde- 
sirables. Jovian never even made it to Constantinople and was thus never in 
a position to initiate a purge. 

Valentinian, by contrast, was. Having reached the eastern capital, ap- 
pointed his brother co-Augustus, and cemented his administration with fel- 
low Pannonians, Valentinian had amassed sufficient political capital to un- 
dertake the dirty business of weeding out Julian's cronies. We have already 
noted that he used the fever that afflicted him and his brother in the first 
months of their reign as an excuse to launch witchcraft investigations with 
the hidden purpose of “rousing hatred against the memory of the emperor 
Julian and his friends."?? Julian's old confidant Sallustius was able to stave 
off a full-scale witch-hunt, but at least one minister, the praepositus sacri cubi- 
culi Rhodanus, was immolated in the hippodrome, and the message got 
round that Julian's friends were now personae non gratae. Julian's admirer 
and panegyrist Libanius, for example, learned quickly that “none of our old 
friends has any influence at court"?** for these had lost ground to “men who 
had been of no account in time past but who gained influence as a result of 
Julian’s murder.”?? 

Because the narratives for this early purge are thin on specifics, we can- 
not say precisely how many were investigated and how many punished. From 
other sources, however, we can document several instances of people who 
held offices under Julian but seem not to have continued under Valentin- 
ian and Valens, or at least not past their first year.??? To take just one exam- 
ple, the historian and littérateur Sextus Aurelius Victor, who served as Ju- 
lian's governor of Pannonia II, was apparently dismissed by Valentinian and, 
although he eventually regained office under Theodosius, was not accorded 
a post during the remainder of Valentinian's rule. Valentinian might have 
known Victor personally, because the latter had been serving in Sirmium 


urninius Secundus Salutius 3, Flavius Mamertinus 2, Domitius Modestus 2, Aradius Rufinus 10, 
Helpidius 6, and Caesarius 1. 

223. AM 26.4.4; Zos. 4.1.1, 2.1—4; see p. 25. 

224. Lib. Ep. 1459; cf. 1148, 1154, 1193, 1209. 

225. Lib. Or. 1.167; cf. Ep. 1220, 1264: où yap a)roi kai BAaodnuovoı [’TovAuavov] koi 
Övvarraı. 

226. PLRE I, Dulcitius 5, Priscianus 1, Aristophanes, Ambrosius 2, Leontius 9, and Ulpi- 
anus 3. Of course, some may have been uninterested in further advancement. Then, too, many 
of the gaps in our knowledge of eastern careers are attributable to the gap in Libanius's cor- 
respondence between the years 366 and 388. Even this, however, reflects Libanius's discom- 
fort with Valens—and later Theodosius—under whom he believed it was dangerous to send 
and preserve letters, as Lib. Ep. 1264. 
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when the future emperor apparently resided there. Given that Victor's ca- 
reer saw a hiatus that neatly spans the years of Valentinian's reign, and that 
it resumed under Theodosius, indicating an ongoing interest in office-hold- 
ing, itis almost certain that the favor shown by Julian provoked disfavor from 
Valentinian.??? 

More pointedly, several men who had been close to Julian are known to 
have been forced out of their posts shortly after his death. Already under 
Jovian, Alexander of Heliopolis was prosecuted for excesses he had com- 
mitted as Julian's governor of Syria. Although he was eventually acquitted, 
he is not known to have held office again.??? Vindaonius Magnus, who had 
burned a Christian church in Beirut to show solidarity with the Apostate, 
only escaped with his life after agreeing to pay for its reconstruction; and 
Libanius, who had been nauseatingly unctuous toward Julian, was physically 
attacked and later prosecuted while Jovian was in Antioch in October 363.7" 
Later, Entrechius, twice governor under Julian, was forced to abandon his 
post because of the “envy” of opponents.” Even Saturninius Secundus Sal- 
lustius, Julian's praetorian prefect, who had played a key role in the election 
of Valentinian, lost his post in 365 because of intrigues by Valens's father-in- 
law.??! Although he was later drafted back to help Valens with the Procopius 
crisis,?? Sallustius was again forced into retirement in 366, this time per- 
manently.?? Two letters of Libanius's reveal that Julian's prefect of Con- 
stantinople, Domitius Modestus, who would eventually return to service un- 
der Valens, was also forced out under tense circumstances in 364.?** The first 


227. PLRE I, Sextus Aurelius Victor 13; cf. Bird 1984, 5-15; 1994, vii-xi; 1996. For other 
such instances, see PLRE I, Aradius Rufinus 11 and Philagrius 2 (probably identical with Phi- 
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Pergami 1993, 237; cf. 301. 
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back in office by this date. 

233. Eunap. VS 7.5.9; Zos. 4.10.4. The dismissal probably fell in winter 366/67. The last 
recorded law he received was CTh 4.12.2 (Apr. 4, 366), but the first recorded law received by his 
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gilded statue in the Roman Forum (C/L 6.1764 = IL$1255) and possibly the title patricius (Chron. 
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year of the new administration thus witnessed a housecleaning. This does 
not mean that all of Julian's and Constantius's men were sacked. Indeed, 
some came to number among Valens's most trusted officials.?? Neverthe- 
less, all who had benefited under the Apostate, even those who continued 
to serve the new regime, were made anxious by a palpable air of hostility. 

Their fears would have been piqued by the awareness that there was more 
to fear than simple dismissal. Many were also severely punished. In these cases 
we hear not about charges of sorcery, as Ammianus and Zosimus would lead 
us to expect, but peculation. Valentinian seems to have been digging for pec- 
ulation charges when he called for accusers of the public conduct of Sallustius 
Secundus.?*? Sallustius proved squeaky clean, but to prove his loyalty to the 
peculation craze, he lodged his own charges against Julian's cubicularius Rho- 
danus. We also know that Julian's ex-consul and panegyrist Mamertinus was 
dismissed from his post as praetorian prefect of Italy, Africa, and Illyricum 
and charged with peculation.??? Seleucus, a close friend of Julian's since his 
student days, was dismissed from his post, prosecuted, fined, and exiled to 
Pontus.??? Evagrius, who had held a governorship and then perhaps a vic- 
ariate under Julian, was dismissed, flogged, and fined the value of his es- 
tates.?? Clematius, a learned polytheist whom Julian had appointed high 
priest of his native province, was stripped of his property and imprisoned.?*? 
Julian's former teacher Nicocles, a sophist in Constantinople, was similarly 
harassed by Valens's officials.?*! Clodius Octavianus, the Roman pagan who 
had visited Julian in Antioch and won from him the proconsulship of Africa, 
was forced into hiding.?* Oribasius, Julian’s court doctor, who had helped 
his friend win proclamation, had his property confiscated and was exiled to 
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the barbarians. Finally, Maximus and Priscus, the flamboyant philosoph- 
ical attendants of the apostate, were arrested and investigated. Priscus was 
acquitted, but Maximus, whom the crowds had hoped to dismember, was ini- 
tially fined a tremendous sum and later tortured to the brink of death.?** 
What we have, then, is evidence for a period of political terrorism directed 
against Julian's friends and former officials. Those who had enjoyed his bene- 
factions, particularly those who shared his cultural and intellectual interests, 
were made to pay for the rewards they had received with flight, flesh, and 
above all fines. 

Our sources note that Julian had been particularly liberal to his friends. 
This liberality, coupled with his generous tax measures and his monumen- 
tally expensive Persian expedition, had cost the empire dear. When Valen- 
tinian and Valens took over the government, they were thus in desperate need 
of capital. The law codes and coinage of the period give ample evidence of 
a scramble to make good on Julian’s debt.?*? Ammianus tells us that, in 365, 
Valens’s father-in-law, Petronius, was in the process of carrying out a sweeping 
campaign to collect money from those who owed the emperor when Proco- 
pius revolted.?^7 Petronius's methods were apparently ruthless, an indication 
not only of the desperate state of imperial finances but also, perhaps, of an 
ulterior, political motive. Given that many of the victims of this early purge 
were brought up on peculation charges and fined great sums, the evidence 
hints at an effort to couple administrative reshuffling with a money-making 
scheme. By prosecuting the men whom Julian had remunerated, Valens and 
his brother could simultaneously assemble capital and drive Julian's confi- 
dants into a squalid impotence. 

Ultimately, of course, the scheme backfired. Among Procopius's considera- 
tions when he chose to revolt was his awareness that the public was outraged 
at Valens's ruthlessness in the collection of debts.?*8 In these circumstances, 
he could rely on general support from the broader populace, which was un- 
happy with its moneygrubbing new emperor. Given his connections with Ju- 
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lian, he could expect even firmer backing from those whom Valens had been 
terrorizing as former friends of Julian’s. Thus, for example, Helpidius, who 
had apostatized under Julian and had been rewarded with the post of comes 
rei privatae, was easily persuaded to ally himself with Procopius.?*? So was 
Araxius, whom Julian had called “my comrade” in his Letter to Themistius.*°° 
Also in this circle was Eunomius, a first-rate logician and radical theologian 
with connections to Julian’s family stretching back for years.??! When Pro- 
copius was preparing his revolt, Eunomius helped hide him on his estates 
outside Chalcedon. Similar aid was offered by another propertied easterner 
and former palatine official named Strategius.??? So, too, the Persian Hormis- 
das, whose father and namesake had marched with Julian to Ctesiphon, gladly 
joined the new “Constantinian dynast” as governor of Asia.” Procopius ex- 
pected similar support from Julian's associate the philosopher Maximus, who 
had, however, already suffered enough and prudently chose to stay clear of 
the contest.” 

Even Libanius, a thousand miles from any territory controlled by Pro- 
copius, was accused of composing a panegyric in favor of the usurper. Al- 
though the charge never stuck, it serves to highlight the kind of person con- 
temporaries associated with the rebels.2°° Those who joined Procopius 
tended to be former adherents of Julian's, whose cultural attainments had 
forged strong bonds with the pagan emperor. Such men were apparently 
abundant in 365. Indeed, some were even westerners. We know of several 
adherents of Procopius from Gaul who fit a similar profile.” Euphrasius 
and Phronemius, who win praise from Ammianus as *most outstanding for 
their learning in the liberal arts," were among those —like Sallustius—who 
followed Julian's court to the east and remained there after his death. Pro- 
copius made one his magister officiorum and the other prefect of Constan- 
tinople.??? Also in their number was the Gallic poet and rhetorician Attius 


249. PLRE I, Helpidius 6, esp. Philostorg. 7.10; cf. Malcus 1967, 109. For more on adher- 
ents of Procopius, see Delmaire 1997, 118-20; Wiebe 1995, 36-56. 

250. PLRE I, Araxius, esp. Jul. Ep. ad Them. 259c—-d: Eraipov Yuiv. 

251. Greg. Nys. Eun. 35 claims that Eunomius bragged of his connections to the emperors. 

252. AM 26.6.5 reports that Procopius stayed at the estate of Strategius, and Philostorg. 
9.5, 8 that Eunomius was exiled on a charge of harboring Procopius on his own estate in Chal- 
cedon. Philostorgius 9.6 denies this charge against his hero, but it seems plausible, since Eu- 
nomius knew Procopius well enough to exercise considerable influence with him during the 
revolt. Cf. Zos. 4.5.3. 

253. PLRE I, Hormisdas 3; Malcus 1967, 110. 

254. Them. Or. 7.99c, 100b-c. 

255. Lib. Or. 1.163-65, with Norman 1965, 196-98. 

256. See Sivan 1993, 20-22. 

257. AM 26.7.4, 10.8. On Julian’s intellectual circle in Gaul, see Lib. Or. 12.55; cf. Sivan 
1993, 98-99. 


IIO THE REVOLT OF PROCOPIUS 


Delphidius Tiro, who had caught Julian's eye while debating a law case in 
359 and apparently also followed him east.?9? All three fit the same mould 
as their eastern counterparts: educated members of the elite whose careers 
had blossomed under Julian, and, we may assume, wilted again under 
Valens. When Procopius offered himself to them as a leader, they happily 
joined the cause. 

All of these connections between the supporters of Procopius and Julian's 
former confidants have led some to speculate that Procopius headed up a 
pagan reaction against the new Christian emperors.” This seems unlikely 
for several reasons. First and foremost, all indications are that Procopius was 
himself a Christian.?? He had been born and raised in the town of Korykos, 
on the coast of Cilicia.?9! There he would have lived amid a thriving Christ- 
ian community, which is well attested in inscriptions and the remains of 
churches.” Like Julian’s mother, his parents were probably Christian, and 
like his cousins Gallus and Julian, Procopius was probably raised Christian 
as well.?9? During his usurpation, Procopius continued to advertise his Chris- 
tianity on his coinage by portraying himself holding a labarum and standing 
in front of a field emblazoned with the “Chi-Rho” (fig. 12),?°* symbols un- 
thinkable on Julian's coinage after 361. Although the same coins portray 
Procopius with what might be regarded as a pagan attribute—his philoso- 
pher's beard—we have already seen that this ambiguous amalgam of signs 
was designed to promote Procopius to all supporters of the Constantinian 
family, whether pagan or Christian.?9? Indeed, Procopius's appeals for sup- 
port always portrayed him as a representative of the broader Constantinian 
dynasty rather than a reincarnation of the pagan Julian.?69 

We must also be careful of identifying Procopius's revolt as a pagan reac- 
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tion, because, while we know that many of Procopius’s supporters were pa- 
gans, we know that some were Christian and lack explicit testimony about 
the religious beliefs of most.?9 On the opposing side, many of Valens's men, 
both during and after the revolt, were themselves pagans.?9? Given the hy- 
brid nature of both sides, it is difficult to see any clear demarcations along 
religious lines. Finally, and most important, none of our sources, pagan or 
Christian, portray the revolt as a religious conflict. If Procopius had wished 
to parade himself as the paladin of paganism, our pro-pagan sources, such 
as Ammianus and Zosimus would certainly report this, much as they do for 
Julian. In light of their silence, it is certainly preferable to regard the fac- 
tions, if such they should be called, as aligning themselves along different 
poles: supporters of Constantine's dynasty against the upstart house of Valen- 
tinian.?6° Better still, we might regard the revolt as a reaction to a variety of 
tensions—economic, cultural, dynastic, and political—with only a weak fo- 
cus of positive support in Procopius and a very firm target for negative re- 
action in Valens. The east was uncomfortable with its new emperor for a va- 
riety of reasons, which united a varied group of people behind a man who 
seemed very much his opposite. In this sense, the revolt was as much a re- 
action against Valens as a push for Procopius. 

Valens must have understood this brutal reality. Indeed, it was probably 
for this reason that the reprisals he took in the aftermath of the revolt were 
surprisingly mild compared to his iron-fisted policies leading up to it. As we 
would expect, the sources are divided on the question of Valens's harshness 
or clemency. Neither would be surprising. An emperor's primary concern 
was to guarantee security; if he felt this could be done through severity, he 
would have been severe, but more often clemency prevailed.?” There are a 
number of reasons for this. Given the technologies of communication and 
bureaucracy in the ancient world, investigating and punishing everyone im- 
plicated in a revolt would have been tremendously expensive. Then, too, be- 
cause participation was often a matter of geography—with those inside a 
usurper's sphere of control generally following that usurper—it would have 
been ridiculous to punish all "supporters." All of this meant that rulers and 
ruled shared the expectation of leniency.?”! Valens certainly knew the eti- 
quette, if for no other reason than that Themistius reminded him of it in an 
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address delivered the winter after the revolt had ended.?” By this time, 
reprisals had begun to abate, and Themistius could still claim that Valens 
alone had truly won glory from his victory, since he alone had shown phil- 
anthropia.?”> He had, according to Themistius, proven himself the true 
philosopher by placing reason above passion and distinguishing those who 
plotted the revolt from those who were dragged along by force.?’* Now all 
would be more loyal, for all owed to Valens the debt of their misdeeds, which 
he had forgiven.?” 

Such was the language of panegyric.^^ For all its rhetoric, however, 
Themistius's account probably had some basis in reality. Valens had every 
reason to promote concord, which, after such a rocky start, was possible only 
with a considerable measure of clemency. This does not deny that he fined, 
proscribed, exiled, tortured and executed a fair number. Zosimus, for ex- 
ample, claims that “he kept raving furiously against one and all for no just 
cause, with the result that there were destroyed both those who participated 
in the insurrection and those who, wholly innocent themselves, were rela- 
tives or friends of the guilty."?"/ This portrayal is, however, no less rhetorical 
than that of Themistius, and what evidence we have indicates that Themis- 
tius’s panegyric is as close to the truth as Zosimus's history. Writing safely af- 
ter Valens's death, Libanius, for example, praised his clemency, even despite 
his general animosity toward the Pannonian.?7 Indeed, Libanius himself may 
have benefited from this period of détente, for a passage in Eunapius hints 
thatin ca. 368, Valens offered him an honorary praetorian prefecture, which 
he declined.?? What we know of the fate of the participants in the revolt 
tells the same story. We have already seen that Procopius and his fellow 
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usurper Marcellus were executed.”® This was only natural. Also executed 
were Procopius's betrayers, Barchalba and Florentius—the latter quite justly 
for his ruthless conduct—and Andronicus, a victim of court intrigues.??! No 
doubt many others also lost their lives, but many who could easily have been 
killed were not. Procopius's wife, for example, seems to have lived on, as did 
enough of his family that a descendant later came to occupy the western 
throne.?*? The tribune Aliso and the commanders Gomoarius and Agilo were 
spared, as was Agilo's father-in-law, the prefect Araxius, who was merely ex- 
iled. The Gallic participants Euphrasius and Phronimius were sent for judg- 
ment to Valentinian, who punished only the latter, as a close confidant of 
Julian’s, and then only with exile. Close ties with Julian also resulted in the 
imprisonment of Helpidius, but other men with such connections, like 
Hormisdas, were let free. If we can believe Themistius, Valens was quite mod- 
erate with soldiers and commanders more broadly: he at least seems to have 
avoided disbanding any of the units that had sided with the usurper, because 
even the Divitenses et Tungrecani, with whom the revolt had begun, re- 
mained intact.?5* 

In addition, Valens's eased his intransigence against the supporters of Ju- 
lian whom he had attacked before the revolt. Thanks to the pleading of 
Clearchus, Maximus of Ephesus saw his property restored in recompense for 
his loyalty. Similarly, Oribasius, then in exile, was allowed to return.?®* Eu- 
nomius was likewise, for the time being, acquitted of harboring Procopius. 
These middle years in Valens's reign even saw the return of some of Julian's 
key officials to power, particularly Domitius Modestus and Vindaonius Mag- 
nus. Moreover, it witnessed a relaxation of the policies that had helped pro- 
voke unrest in the first place. The unrelenting exactions were brought to an 
end, taxes were cut, and efforts were made to take account of the financial 
concerns of wealthy aristocrats.?*? The revolt thus effected a change in the 
way Valens conducted affairs, making him milder in the middle years of his 
reign than he had been initially. 
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Even despite this reprieve, the event left a bitter taste in Valens’s mouth. 
This is especially evident in the ongoing resentment he harbored against the 
cities of Constantinople and Chalcedon. The Senate of Constantinople 
waited for about nine months after Procopius’s death before sending 
Themistius to congratulate Valens on his success. The orator naturally felt 
compelled to apologize for taking so long to offer thanks for the suppres- 
sion of a revolt begun within his own city.” At some point around this time, 
the citizens of Constantinople also saw their tax privileges (ius italicum) re- 
voked. Although Valens eventually forgave most Constantinopolitans and re- 
stored this perquisite,??7 he never forgot what they had done and the insults 
they had heaped on him. In the coming years, he studiously avoided the east- 
ern capital, choosing to reside instead at Marcianople (367-70) and then 
Antioch (370-78). From the time of the revolt until his death, he spent only 
a total of about one year in Constantinople, and never more than six months 
at a time.?5 When he made his final visit in 378, en route to deal with the 
Gothic uprising, he was greeted with riots in the Hippodrome, and within 
two weeks, he stormed out swearing that he would return to level the city 
for its insolence and support of Procopius.?*? Who knows what would have 
happened had he survived, especially given that he was inclined to keep such 
promises. He certainly did in the case of Chalcedon. When the Chalcedo- 
nians had flagrantly mocked Valens from their walls, he took an oath that 
he would one day dismantle those walls and transport the stones to Constan- 
tinople for his construction projects. This he actually did, although Socrates 
reports that legations from Constantinople, Nicaea, and Nicomedia, plead- 
ing on behalf of their neighbor, persuaded him to relax his wrath by re- 
building the dismantled ramparts in smaller fill after carting off the ashlars.?9? 
His anger clearly ran deep, even if the necessities of imperial decorum dic- 
tated moderation. 
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These feelings also affected broader policies in the course of Valens’s 
reign. In what follows, we shall see how the revolt provided the proximate 
cause for Valens’s war against the Goths, who had sent Procopius auxiliaries. 
Over the long term, it also awakened in Valens a nagging fear of usurpers.??! 
Following the revolt, he issued a series of particularly harsh laws against the 
distribution of famosilike those spread in Constantinople during the revolt, 
and he took measures to restrict the production of gold coinage and the man- 
ufacture of imperial gold brocade.?” This fear eventually resurfaced in the 
magic trials of 372, during which, as we shall see, persecutions were renewed 
against those who had enjoyed favor under Julian.” The early experience 
of revolt thus had profound and lasting effects. In many ways, it had been 
less dangerous than other usurpations in the fourth century: because it was 
not a military revolt, it did not cost tremendous manpower resources or tie 
up the army for long periods. On the other hand, precisely because it was 
peculiar it must have been doubly disorienting. Unlike military revolts, which 
were dangerous but somewhat predictable, this civilian uprising was eerily 
insidious. Valens's clash with it at the beginning of his reign must have left 
him with a feeling that he was not safe on any front. 
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293. For Julian’s men killed in 372, see AM 29.1.5—2.28, esp. 29.1.42, 44; cf. 29.3.7; Eunap. 
VS 7.6.3-6; Lib. Or. 1.158, 24.13; Zos. 4.15.1. 


Chapter 3 


Valens's First Gothic War 


THE GOTHS IN THE FOURTH CENTURY 


Shortly after Valens left Constantinople in the summer of 365, he received 
reports that the Goths were conspiring to invade the territory of Thrace. He 
sent the auxiliary units of the Divitenses et Tungrecani to forestall their at- 
tack and then continued eastward. As these units marched through Con- 
stantinople on their way to the Danube, Procopius suborned them and used 
them to initiate his revolt.! Next the usurper sent a letter to the Goths them- 
selves, calling on them to provide him with auxiliary troops: since at least 332, 
the Goths had been treaty-bound to supply men to fight in Roman military 
expeditions, and Procopius was once again ordering them to uphold their 
obligation. Thinking the usurper to be a legitimate heir to the Constantin- 
ian dynasty, the Goths complied and sent 3,000 warriors. Unfortunately for 
Procopius, these never reached him before he was captured and killed.? 
Valens was naturally offended by this affront to his imperial legitimacy, 
and once he had regained control of the east, he had the Gothic auxiliaries 
arrested as they tried to escape back to their homeland and sent an embassy 
to the Goths demanding an explanation. The Gothic leader Athanaric then 
produced Procopius's original letter demanding the auxilia: with this as his 
proof, Athanaric argued that he had only acted in accord with his sworn oblig- 
ations to the empire and insisted that Valens return his men.? For his part, 
Valens gave little regard to this "vapid excuse" and maintained that these 
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Gothic soldiers had been legitimately apprehended as enemies.* Rather than 
return them, he distributed them as garrisons in border cities in Thrace. 
Meanwhile, after consulting with his brother, Valens prepared to attack the 
Goths in a full-scale expeditionary campaign. Between 367 and 369, he un- 
dertook two invasions into Gothic territory, which, although well organized, 
had disappointing results. The consequences of this discomfiture would have 
repercussions that affected foreign policy for the remainder of Valens's reign. 

Relations between Goths and Romans were not always so tense in the 
fourth century. Like other barbarian peoples surrounding the empire, the 
Goths maintained a decided ambivalence toward their Roman neighbors, at 
times attacking them, at others offering military support; at times persecut- 
ing the Romans within their territory, at others welcoming these and the trade 
goods they brought. For their part, the Romans built forts and walls oppo- 
site Gothic territory with the nominal intent of protecting their lands from 
raids and larger invasions. Yet in times of peace, these same forts often dou- 
bled as centers of trade and cultural contact between the two peoples.? The 
Romans also often drafted into their ranks the very Goths against whom they 
had fought in previous engagements. The Gothic frontier, like other border 
regions, was thus hardly impermeable to social and economic interchange. 
Rather, it constituted a coarsely woven net through which individuals and 
small groups easily passed." When Valens brought war to the Goths in 367, 
he was thus interrupting a state of relatively peaceful interaction that had 
prevailed on the Danube frontier for over thirty years. 

Gothic dwellings and gravesites have been identified with the remains of 
the Iron Age culture first discovered at the archaeological sites of Sintana 
de Mureş in Romania and Tcherniakov in the Ukraine (see map 3). Sintana 
de Mures—Tcherniakov remains show that the Goths migrated south from 
modern Poland and into the territory of modern Ukraine, Moldova, and 
Romania beginning in the late second century and continuing into the third 
century.’ There they took up permanent settlements as a sedentary people 
engaged in agriculture and animal husbandry.!" The archaeology indicates 


4. AM 27.5.2: "excusationem vanissimam." 

5. Eunap. Hist. fr. 37 (Blockley); Zos 4.10.1-3; cf. Paschoud 2.2: 350 n. 124; Wanke 1990, 
75777- 

6. See, e.g., the Danube fortlet called Commercium, CIL 3.3653 = ILS 775. On Roman trade 
with Germans, see Todd 1992, 88-103; Whittaker 1994, 98-131; cf. Elton 1996a, 83-90. 

7. Recentwork on frontiers has emphasized the importance of interaction between Romans 
and non-Romans, Headeager 1987; Whittaker 1994; Elton 1996a; Wells 1999, 224-58. 

8. On thearchaeology, see the helpful surveys at Hàusler 1979; Heather and Matthews 1991, 
51-101; Kazanski 1991b, 29-61; Harhoiu 1997. 

9. Kazanski 1991b, 20, 28; Mitrea 1957. 

10. Ionita 1975, 78; 1966, 254; Heather and Matthews 1991, 56-9, 87-93; Kazanski 1991b, 
47-55. Contrast Elton 1996b, 22-26, 278-81. Many literary sources confirm that the Goths 


118 VALENS’S FIRST GOTHIC WAR 


a culturally homogeneous group that lived cheek by jowl with the older eth- 
nic elements in the Dacian and steppe territory, either assimilating, or more 
likely, dominating them militarily and economically.!! Sintana de Mures- 
Tcherniakov remains also make clear that this culture reached its peak of 
economic and social development in the fourth century. In this period, mass- 
produced, wheel-made pottery becomes commonplace, a testament to wide- 
spread high-level production techniques;!? specialized manufacturing cen- 
ters for articles like combs and metal wares crop up, pointing to a developed 
distribution of labor;? and random coin finds are abundant, indicating the 
diffusion of monetized trade.!* A marked, although far from striking, range 
of differentiation between the size of Sintana de Mures- Tcherniakov set- 
tlements and dwellings and the number and quality of their burial goods 
further confirms some degree of social distinction by wealth. Even so, there 
is no archaeological evidence for wide gaps between mass and elite and no 
real evidence of latent class tensions, as some have asserted.!9 The fourth- 
century Goths were thus a sedentary people with surprisingly developed pro- 
duction capacities and a growing, although far from pronounced, degree of 
social stratification. 

Both archaeological and literary sources indicate that contacts between 
the Goths and the Roman Empire were quite common. Trade activity is at- 
tested by the regular occurrence of Roman glass, ceramics, tools, metal wares, 
jewelry, and amphorae at Sintana de Mures-Icherniakov sites. Naturally, 
these finds tend to be concentrated in border regions and along trade routes, 
but Roman goods can be found throughout Sintana de Mures-Icherniakov 
territory.!" Roman coins, which are common in the region, help pinpoint 
the period of heaviest trade across the Danube to the decades between ca. 
320 and 360.5 Literary sources from the period further support the as- 
sumption that trade with Rome was widespread. The fourth-century trans- 
lation of the Bible into Gothic, for example, often employs Latin vocabulary 
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to render trade-related words.!? Even architecture in the Sintana de Mures- 
Tcherniakov territory near the Danube seems to have been influenced by 
contact with Rome.?? 

More important, cultural contacts went beyond economic interests. Be- 
cause of the privileged survival of Christian sources, this is nowhere better 
evinced than in the relations we can trace between the Christian communi- 
ties in Gothic territory and their Roman counterparts. Since the late third 
century, there had been Christians among the Goths, and these provided a 
ready avenue of exchange with Roman Christians, which has left an easily 
traceable record.?! Ulfilas, for example, the grandson of Cappadocian Chris- 
tians captured by the Goths in the third century, was appointed bishop to 
the Goths under imperial auspices in 336 (or perhaps 340/41). Although 
he was expelled from Gothic territory within seven years of his appointment, 
he retained control of a community of Gothic Christians in Moesia and prob- 
ably continued to exercise pastoral influence over Christians inside Gothic 
territory until his death in 383.?? The continued strength of Christianity 
north of the Danube after Ulfilas's expulsion is well attested in the marty- 
rologies produced in the wake of the Christian persecutions stirred up after 
Valens's Gothic war in 369. In the Passio S. Sabae, the Gothic priest Sansalas 
is said to have traveled easily back and forth between “Gothia” and “Roma- 
nia" to avoid persecution, and the Roman dux Scythiae Junius Soranus used 
agents operating in Gothic territory to recover relics of the Gothic martyr 
Saba.? Letters of Basil’s related to these same events indicate that clergymen 
of Roman descent were also traveling in and out of Gothic territory as mis- 
sionaries,? and a decade after the death of Saba, the Gothic "queen" Gaatha 
and her daughter made similar treks back and forth across the Danube trans- 
porting relics from Gothic to Roman territory.? Goths and Romans were 
thus far from isolated from one another. The relationship between these 
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neighboring peoples was complex and involved as much exchange and in- 
teraction as it did hostility. 

The people whom we call generically “Goths” were, of course, nota unified 
political entity in antiquity. Indeed, we know from Ammianus that the larger 
ethnos of Goths (Gothic, Gutthiuda; Latin, Gothi; Greek, I'or0oı) was in fact 
divided into at least two tribal confederations with which the Romans had 
contact in the fourth century, the Tervingi and the Greuthungi. The former 
inhabited the eastern half of the old Roman province of Dacia, from Olte- 
nia in the west to Bessarabia along the Dniester in the east.?? The latter lived 
largely beyond the Dniester eastward up to the Don, and northward as far 
as Kiev in the Ukraine.?” We know little about society and politics among the 
more distant Greuthungi in the fourth century. They appear to have been 
fragmented into several autonomous groups, at least some of which were 
ruled under a hereditary kingship.?? More than this we cannot say. Evidence 
for social and political structures among the Tervingi, however, is more 
readily available. Their confederation was made up of locally powerful lords 
referred to as reges in our sources, a Latinized version of their Germanic— 
originally Celtic—title reiks.” Each reiks controlled a fairly circumscribed ter- 
ritory and its associated peoples—called akuni—more or less independently.?? 
Even so, the reges did cooperate under the overlordship of a single heredi- 
tary chieftain whose unknown Gothic title was translated by Roman and 
Greek authors as “judge”—iudex, or ducaor7s .?! The Tervingi were thus a seg- 
mented society, which nevertheless achieved some degree of vertical hier- 
archization under the leadership of their iudex. 

Throughout Valens's reign, it would seem, the ?udex of the Tervingi re- 
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mained a powerful figure named Athanaric. The degree of control he ex- 
erted over his confederation is not entirely clear, but it was probably greater 
than earlier scholarship has often assumed.?? Athanaric's treaty with Valens 
atthe conclusion ofthe Gothic war in 369 was binding on all Tervingi. More- 
over, his coordination of defenses during that war and later against the in- 
vasion of the Huns bespeaks a good deal of centralization. The scope of the 
persecution Athanaric was able to organize against Christians between 369 
and 372 likewise provides good evidence that the Tervingi were unified to 
a considerable extent under the central control of their iudex. 

When Valens ranged his army against the Goths, the Tervingi were 
bound by treaty to the Romans. Indeed, as in the realm of trade and social 
contacts, political relations between Goth and Roman were characterized 
by a liberal admixture of aggression and cooperation. The Romans had first 
encountered the Goths in the mid third century, when the latter regularly 
invaded Thrace and Moesia and even killed the Roman emperor Decius in 
battle.?? By the late 270s, the empire had recovered from the initial shock 
of this Gothic inundation, and by the 290s, Romano-Gothic relations had 
stabilized to the point where the Goths were willing to offer aid to Galerius 
in his famous Persian expedition of 298.*4 Although tensions remained and 
conflicts continued to arise, cooperation had been established. Thus, in 324, 
the Goths once again chose to supply troops to help the eastern emperor 
Licinius in his efforts to fend off his aggressive co-emperor Constantine in 
a bloody civil war.? Unfortunately for the Goths, Constantine defeated his 
rival and shortly thereafter turned his forces against the Tervingi. In 328, 
he spanned the Danube with a tremendous stone bridge between Roman 
Oescus (Gigen) and Sucidava (Celeiu) in Gothic territory.” He also inau- 
gurated a fortified bridgehead further downstream at Daphne (Spantov), 
again in Gothic territory.?/ By exerting this pressure on Oltenia and lower 
Wallachia, Constantine provoked a migration of Tervingi and neighboring 


32. Heather 1991, 97-107 (contrast Thompson 1965, 43-55); Wolfram 1975, 30-24; 1988, 
94-96; Ulrich 1995, 113-28. 

33. On Romano-Gothic relations in the third century, see Wolfram 1988, 43-57; cf. 
Heather and Matthews 1991, 1-11. 

34. Jord. Get. 110; cf. Schmidt 1934, 223-24; Wolfram 1988, 57-59. 

35. Exc. Val. 5 [27]. Constantine had already attacked the Goths in 323, see Exc. Val. 5 [21]. 
Joh. Lyd. De Mag. 2.10, 3.31, and 3.40 refers to a Gothic attack on Scythia and Moesia that must 
be related to one of these incidents, but it is unclear which. On the earlier war, see Chrysos 
1972, 48; Wolfram 1988, 60. 

36. Aur. Vict. Caes. 41.18; Epit. 41.14; Chron. pasch. p. 527; cf. Alföldi 1926; Chrysos 1972, 
51-52; Tudor 1974, 135-66. Seeck, Regesten, 178, places Constantine in Oescus in July of 328. 
On the fortification of Sucidava, see Proc. Aed. 4.6.34. 

37. Proc. Aed 4.7.7; cf. RIC 7.73, 563, 574-75 (Constantinople 36-38). The fort across the 
river at Transmarisca was Diocletianic, see CIL 3.6151 = ILS 641. See Wanke 1990, 92-94, for 
recent debate on the location of Daphne. 


I22 VALENS'S FIRST GOTHIC WAR 


Taifali westward into the Sarmatian Banat,?? thus providing himself with an 
excuse to send his son Constantine II against the Goths. In 332, the Caesar 
trapped these in Sarmatian territory and forced their surrender after starv- 
ing to death as many as 100,000 men, women and children.?? 

Constantine celebrated his son's victory with an elaborate propaganda cam- 
paign designed to convey the message that “Gothia” had been conquered and 
“Dacia” restored to Rome.*? Following this lead, a number of modern histo- 
rians have argued that Constantine may have temporarily retaken a significant 
part of the old Trajanic province of Dacia.*! More likely, he established only 
a toehold across the Danube, but the stereotyped propaganda of expansion 
and reconquest typical of the fourth century has misled modern scholars into 
assuming more for his achievement than they should.? The same scholars 
who accept a Constantinian reconquest of Dacia also hold that Constantine 
established a new and unique kind of hegemony over the Goths. Specifically, 
they argue that Constantine was the first to use the Goths as foederati, au- 
tonomous subjects of the empire legally obliged to offer service to Rome as 
part of their ongoing transformation into full-blown imperial subjects.? Since 
the late 1960s, this scheme has been challenged. Foederatithe Goths certainly 
were, since they were bound to Rome by the formal treaty ( foedus) struck in 
332, but their relations were apparently no different than those of any of the 
many other barbarian peoples bound to Rome by treaty at this period. They 
were certainly nothing like the autonomous "federate" allies who became such 
a common feature of Romano-barbarian politics in the fifth and sixth cen- 
turies.** Grander claims for special allied relations and Roman hegemony over 
part of “Gothia” cannot be supported by contemporary evidence. 
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Even despite its rejection of more elaborate arguments for Constantine's 
332 treaty, much modern scholarship has continued to read too much into 
our scanty evidence for the agreement. If we reject the material offered by 
Jordanes—which is certainly exaggerated and anachronisticP—we have 
only two sources that specifically mention the treaty, the quirky biographies 
of Constantine offered by Eusebius and the Anonymous Valesianus.*° Euse- 
bius, whose report is the fullest, claims that Constantine forced the Goths to 
regard the Romans as their leaders, that he was unwilling to pay them an- 
nual tribute, and that he reformed them from their previous beastly state 
into a reasoned one. Later, Eusebius seems to imply that the Goths were also 
adopted as allies and thus required to render military service to the Romans.*” 
The Anonymous Valesianus tells us only that Constantine received hostages, 
among whom was the son of the Gothic king Ariaric.** This boy was proba- 
bly the father of Valens's rival Athanaric and would thus have been the same 
man whom, Themistius tells us, Constantine honored with a portrait statue 
placed behind the Senate House of Constantinople.?? Such an honor indi- 
cates that Constantine held the Gothic leadership in high esteem. The 
sources confirm that the feeling was mutual: Constantine came to be re- 
garded by the Goths with great respect as well.” In this sense, it is fair to say 
that the 332 treaty did create a special bond between the Tervingi and the 
house of Constantine, although more a personal than a legal one.’! Pro- 
copius's success in assembling Gothic aid to support his own dynastic bid as 
a "Constantinian" gives certain proof that this bond was strong enough to 
last through several generations.? The 332 treaty thus demanded hostages, 
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cut annual tribute and required auxiliary military support for Roman armies. 
Further provisions there may have been, but these cannot be reconstructed 
from the sources. 

Unfortunately, the paucity of direct information on the 332 treaty has not 
prevented historians from attempting to glean more about the agreement 
from sources describing Romano-Gothic relations in the decades that followed 
it. Ammianus, for example, indicates that Procopius received 3,000 Gothic 
auxiliaries in 365, a number that many have taken as the standard established 
in 332. Constantine may have demanded a much higher quota, but we have 
no reliable evidence by which to judge. With respect to tribute, although 
Eusebius states clearly that Constantine regarded annual payments as unac- 
ceptable, we know from Themistius that tribute was being paid annually before 
369.°* Because Julian reports generically that Constantine did offer subven- 
tions to "barbarians," some have argued that perhaps Constantine continued 
to pay the Goths, but only when they supplied the Romans with auxiliary 
troops.’ Here again, we have no hard evidence, especially since Julian’s ref- 
erence is polemical and by no means specific to the Goths. So, too, Themistius 
makes clear that trade between Goths and Romans on the Danube was un- 
restricted before 369. This has led some to assume that this, too, was a pro- 
vision of the 332 treaty, yet we have no confirmation in the sources.?? 

To add to our problems, given the lack of reliable sources for the period 
between 332 and the beginning of Ammianus's narrative in 353, we have lit- 
tle idea how many of the Gothic policies attested in later sources represented 
implementations of the 332 treaty and how many were actually adaptations, 
alterations, or even abrogations of the terms of that treaty. Tensions certainly 
arose after 392, and these could easily have led to emendations in the treaty, 
whether de jure or merely de facto. Small-scale Gothic raiding into Roman 
territory continued, which could easily have led to policy shifts.” Moreover, 


53. AM 26.10.93. Zos. 4.7.2 claims Procopius was sent 10,000 men (pupiovs suppdyous ) 
and Jord. Get. 112; cf. 145 that Constantine arranged for 40,000. Although the last figure is 
certainly exaggerated, there is no reason to assume that the lone attestation in Ammianus of 
3,000 was necessarily normative in Constantine's treaty. 

54. Them. Or. 10.135a-b; cf. 8.119c. The Goths may have been receiving tribute as early 
as 238, Petrus Patricius fr. 8 (FHG 4.186). 

55. Julian. Caes. 329a. See also Eus. Vit. Const. 4.7, which speaks generically of all barbarians 
and Joh. Ant. fr. 171, which is specific to the Goths but probably apocryphal. AM 20.8.1, cf. 
26.10.3, does imply that the Goths were at times paid for service in Rome's armies but indicates 
that this was negotiated according to circumstances rather than prescribed by treaty. Those who 
argue that Constantine continued to pay some form of tribute to the Goths include Brockmeier 
1987, 84-85; Heather 1991, 109, 114; 1996, 59; 1997, 70-71; cf. Chrysos 1972, 55. 

56. Them. Or. 10.135c-d. Those who argue that Constantine allowed free trade include 
Brockmeier 1987, 98-9; Heather 1991, 109 n. 79, 113; 1996, 59. 

57. Them. Or. 10.136c-137a makes it quite clear that some Goths raided Roman territory 
regularly. AM 22.7.7, 26.4.5; Zos. 4.10.1 provide further proof that the Goths practiced such 
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there is at least one piece of evidence for larger-scale problems in the 3408. 
In this decade, Ulfilas, who had been appointed bishop to the Goths by Con- 
stantine or Constantius, was forcibly expelled from Gothia, together with a 
sizeable number of fellow confessors. All were settled by Constantius only fifty 
kilometers from Gothic territory, just south of Nicopolis ad Istrum in Moe- 
sia.’® The incident betrays both the extent to which the barbarian leadership 
felt threatened by its people's assimilation of Roman culture, and the degree 
to which the Romans fed those fears by aiding Goths with religious ties to 
Rome.’ Tensions thus existed that could have led to alterations in the 332 
treaty.® We must therefore draw a distinction between what we can know of 
the treaty terms of 332—hostages, a cessation or reduction of tribute, and a 
demand for military support—and what we know of Romano-Gothic relations 
later in the fourth century—annual payments of tribute and free trade. 
Nor would alterations necessarily have sprung from tension. An absence 
of conflict could also have led to a relaxation of harsher treaty terms—as 
perhaps on trade—which once again escapes notice in the spotty sources. 
Indeed, although there is some evidence of tension, there are even stronger 
indications of a general peace. It is all but certain that Romans and Goths 
never engaged in open warfare between 332 and 367. Neither Constantius 
nor Julian ever felt compelled to cross the Danube against the Goths, and it 
seems that neither engaged the Goths in any large-scale military conflict on 
Roman soil.°! Archaeological evidence confirms that the Goths themselves 


raids prior to crossing the Danube in 376 and the references on pp. 333-34 that they contin- 
ued to do so after their crossing. Indeed, plundering raids were an integral part of Germanic 
culture, especially in as far as they strengthened the position of a reiks over his Gefolgschaft by 
providing him with military glory and wealth for redistribution (cf. Elton 1996b, 48-54). To 
alleviate this problem, limitanean forts and fortlets were regularly constructed along the Danube 
with the express intent of limiting small-scale raiding (CIL 3.12484 = ILS 724: "gentilium 
Goth[oru]m [t]emeritati . . . latrunculorumque impetum"; cf. CIL 3.12376; CIL 3.3385 = ILS 
395; ILS 8913). One lower Danube fort was actually named Latro (thief) (Anon. Rav. 4.7; Not. 
dign. or. 40.8; Proc. Aed. 4.7). 

58. Auxentius 36[58]-37 [59]; Philostorg. 2.5; Jord. Get. 267; cf. Isidore Hist. Goth. 10 
(MGH.AA 11.271—72). The chronology of this incident remains in question. Schaferdiek 1979 
and Barnes 1990a would date it to 343, while Heather and Matthews 1991, 142-43, date it to 
347/48. On Nicopolis, see Poulter 1995, esp. 15 and 32. On this settlement, cf. Velkov 1989. 

59. Many Gothic refugees were offered asylum across Roman territory; see Oros. 7.32.9; 
August. De civ. Dei 18.52; Pass. S. Sabae 4; Delehaye 1912, 279. 

60. Further conflict may be indicated by the apparent disappearance of Constantine's stone 
bridge at Oescus-Sucidava. When Valens attacked the Goths in 367, he went to the trouble to 
build a boat bridge just downstream at Daphne, an unlikely maneuver had the stone bridge 
still stood (AM 27.5.2; cf. 27.5.6; Tudor 1974, 167-70). Even so, Thompson 1956, 375; 1966, 
13-24, has made too much of its disappearance, which could just as easily have been occasioned 
by natural causes. 

61. The sources for Julian’s reign, which are abundant, explicitly deny military engagements 
with the Goths (see p. 150). Ammianus also says nothing of engagements between Constantius 
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did not invade Roman territory between the late third century and the late 
370s.9? Certainly from the beginning of Ammianus's narrative in 353, we 
would expect to hear of Gothic problems had there been any; the fact that 
we do not confirms that peace prevailed. Ammianus does mention two squab- 
bles between the Goths and Romans in the 360s, but these were grounded 
in misunderstandings and never resulted in open war.’ Indeed, Ammianus 
states flatly that up to 365, the Goths had remained “a people friendly to the 
Romans and bound by the treaties of a long-continued peace," and Themis- 
tius, a contemporary and eyewitness of Gothic affairs, actually reminded 
Valens in 368 that the Goths, although haughty, had remained at peace up 
to the eve of battle in 367.9* 

There is also a more subtle piece of evidence for peace in the mid fourth 
century. According to Ammianus, the Gothic ¿iudex Athanaric had sworn an 
oath to his father never to cross into Roman territory. When Valens concluded 
atreaty with Athanaric at the end of his Gothic war in 369, the iudex defiantly 
refused to cross the Danube to conduct negotiations lest he violate this oath. 
Some have read into this incident scorn for the empire that had held Atha- 
naric's father as a hostage, but royal hostages were quite well treated by the 
Romans and often developed intense loyalty to the empire; the statue Con- 
stantine dedicated to Athanaric's father indicates that he was no exception. 
With this oath, then, Athanaric's father may have aimed to secure his son's 
loyalty to an empire with which the Goths had long been at peace by de- 
manding that he promise never to invade. On this reading, only after Valens 
dared to disturb the delicate equilibrium between Roman and Goth did Atha- 
naric exploit the oath ironically to niggle the emperor.®° 

All the indications are, then, that the Goths were hardly serious aggres- 
sors in the years between 332 and 367. Trade and commerce between Goths 


and the Goths after 353, and for earlier periods the extensive catalogs of Constantius's military 
activities in Julian. Or. 1 (a. 355) and Or. 3[2] (a. 357) mention nothing either. Only Lib. Or. 
59-89-98 (a. 348) gives any hint of Gothic problems, although here too open conflict is ex- 
plicitly denied (cf. p. 148). Constantius did bear the title Gothicus Maximus (CIL 3.3705 = ILS 
732), but this was clearly won through association with Constantine's 332 victory rather than 
a later victory of his own (cf. Kneissl 1969, 178—79, 241, 244). 

62. Scorpan 1980, 121-22; cf. 71, has found no levels of destruction between 332 and 378 
in his comprehensive survey of Danube fortifications; cf. Tomovic 1996, 79. 

63. See pp. 149-51. 

64. AM 27.5.1: "gens amica Romanis foederibusque longae pacis obstricta"; Them. Or. 
8.119c. AM 26.6.11 notes that in 365, the Gothic gens was dangerous because it had long re- 
mained intacta. 

65. AM 27.5.9, 31.4.13. On the treatment of hostages, see Braund 1984, 9-21. This oath 
admits of other interpretations as well: itis commonly taken to indicate that Gothic iudices were 
only allowed to fight within Gothic territory, as Wolfram 1988, 94-95, indicates, expanding on 
1975, 18-19, 323. This assertion is extrapolated solely from this passage, which actually says 
nothing about such a generic restriction. 
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and Romans flourished in these decades. Cultural and religious contacts 
were common. The archaeological and historical records offer no traces of 
large-scale Gothic invasions of Roman territory and very little evidence of 
tension whatsoever. We must therefore ask whether Valens was necessarily 
motivated by strategic necessity when he undertook his war against the 
Goths. In what follows, we shall see that this seems unlikely. Rather, Valens 
used a diplomatic infraction as an excuse for a foreign war designed to boost 
his position as emperor and to satisfy the policy demands of his aggressive 
brother. 


THE GOTHIC WAR OF 367-69 


In the winter of 366/67, within half a year of defeating Procopius, Valens 
began preparing his trans-Danubian expedition against the Goths.” He re- 
placed the aging praetorian prefect Sallustius with the vigorous Auxonius 
and sent the new prefect ahead to Marcianople (Devnja) in Moesia Infe- 
rior in order to arrange for supplies to be shipped up the Danube.’ A num- 
ber of laws survive that confirm Auxonius's role in coordinating manpower, 
money, and materials from this city over the next three years.°® Valens ar- 
rived with his army the following spring, when he is attested at Marcianople 
from May 10.9? There, he supplemented his rather deficient strategic 
knowledge with the new manual De rebus bellicis, written for him in the pe- 
riod following the Procopius revolt. The manual not only recommended 
the sort of border fortifications that he soon built and the manufacture of 
the ballistae with which he equipped these forts, it also had advice on shirts 
to protect his men from cool and damp weather, and portable bridges, which 
would have been ideal for the marshy territory in which he was about to 
campaign."? 

After outfitting his units, Valens had a pontoon bridge built at the bridge- 
head established by Constantine between Transmarisca (Tutrakan) and 


66. For substantive treatments of the first Gothic war, see Nagl, "Val.," 2106-11; Thomp- 
son 1966, 17-24; Chrysos 1972, 94-108; Zahariade 1983; Wolfram 1988, 65-69; Wanke 1990, 
73-110; Heather 1991, 115-21; Gutmann 1991, 112-32; Chauvot 1998, 190-99; Seager 1999, 
599-601. 

67. Zos. 4.10.3-4; cf. Eunap. VS 7.5.9. PLRE T's Auxonius 1 was still serving as vicarius Asiae 
on Oct. 6, 366 and is not attested as praetorian prefect until Sept. 1, 367, but must have as- 
sumed office earlier that spring. Auxonius apparently worked himself to death, for he died in 
office (Zos. 4.11.4) some time after Dec. 29, 369 (cf. CTh 5.1.2, with Pergami 1998, 476). 

68. CTh 7.4.15 (a. 369), 6.2, 10.20.4 (a. 368), 11.17.1 (a. 367); cf. Velkov 1980, 175-76, 
189. On outfitting expeditionary armies, see Elton 1996a, 65-69; 1996b, 237; Lee 1998, 221. 

69. CTh 12.18.1, with Seeck, Regesten, 231. 

70. For fortifications, see DRB 20.1; cf. praef. 10, 1.4. On the ballista fulminalis, see 18.1—5. 
Valens's forts are cataloged in app. A. His manufacture of ballistaeis attested at Them Or. 10.136a. 
On the thoracomachus, see 15.1-3, 19.2. On the ascogephyrus, see praef. 14, 16.1-5, 19.3. 
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Daphne (Spatnov). From there, he crossed into Tervingi territory sometime 
after May 30 and began an earnest search for an opponent with whom to 
fight. The Tervingi had fled north into what Ammianus calls the montes Ser- 
rorum, probably the southeastern Carpathians."! Flight before Roman forces 
was a tactic barbarians had often used before and that could only be coun- 
tered when scouts were available who knew roads and passes well enough to 
avoid ambushes and circumvent barbarian roadblocks.” Gothia certainly had 
roads, whether of Gothic construction or dating to the Roman occupation 
of Dacia, but Valens’s scouts were apparently unable to lead his army along 
them and into the mountains to ferret out the enemy.” So as not to return 
without any claim to success for the season, Valens sent his magister peditum 
Arinthaeus with raiding bands to round up those barbarians who had not 
yet escaped into the defiles. This foray, reported in Ammianus, is probably 
to be connected with the notice in Zosimus that Valens offered a fixed sum 
of gold for each barbarian head that his men brought back to him."* The 
Roman raiders no doubt worked widespread destruction on farmsteads, 
burning houses and crops and capturing or killing stragglers. Such random 
violence was de rigueur in translimitanean campaigns.” Sometime in Sep- 
tember, Valens crossed back into Moesia, perhaps at Durostorum, down- 
stream from where he had traversed the river in May.’® After a disappoint- 


71. AM 27.5.2-3; cf. Them. Or. 10.139a-c. Both AM 27.5.2: crescente vere and Zos. 4.11.1: 
éapós dpxojiévov are in accord that Valens attacked the Goths in early spring, a problem given 
our knowledge that he remained in Marcianople until at least May 30; cf. CTh 11.17.1, with 
Seeck, Regesten, 231. Zahariade 1983, 59-60 offers possible explanations for the discrepancy. 
On the location of the montes Serrorum, see Cazaru 1972: "im Gebirgsbogen, der die Ost- mit 
den Südkarpaten verbindet," perhaps to be associated with the range now called Siriul, which 
divides Wallachia from Siebenbürgen (cf. Wanke 1990, 96-97). 

72. AM 27.10.7, 30.5.13, 31.8.12; cf. Elton 1996b, 80-81. Athanaric also took refuge from 
the Huns in 375-76 by fleeing to the mountains (cf. AM 31.3.7). The stereotype of the Scythian 
who wins his victory in flight was alive and well in the mid fourth century (e.g., Lib. Ep. 192; 
Pan. Lat. 6 [7].12.2). 

73. On Gothic roads, see Pass. S. Sabae 4.1. On scouts in barbarian territory, see AM 
17.10.2, 5, 27.10.7, 29.4.5; Veg. Mil. 3.6; cf. Austin and Rankov 1995, 39-54. On barbarian 
roadblocks, see AM 16.11.8, 12.15, 17.1.9, 10.6; Gregory of Tours Historia Francorum 2.9; cf. 
Lee 1993, 87. 

74. AM 27.5.4; Zos. 4.11.2-3. Paschoud 2.2: 352 n. 125 follows Schmidt 1934, 231-32, 
237, in dating this passage to 369, but the short season and constant marching that year prob- 
ably precluded such guerrilla raids. It is interesting that the magister equitum Victor rather than 
Arinthaeus was awarded the consulship in 369. 

75. E.g., AM 16.11.11, 17.1.7, 12.6, 13.18, 24.1.14—15, 2.22, 4.25, 4.30, 29.5.10-11; Pan. 
Lat. 6 [7].12.3, 12 [91.22.65 cf. Elton 1996b, 221-23. For images of Roman abuse of barbar- 
ians, see Calö-Levi 1952; Krierer 1995. 

76. Valens is attested at Durostorum from Sept. 25, 367, at CTh 10.1.11 + 12.6.14, with 
Seeck, Regesten, 231. 
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ing summer, he returned to Marcianople, *without having inflicted or suf- 
fered serious harm." 

Several months later, in early 368, Themistius arrived on embassy from 
Constantinople. He reviewed Valens's troops and delivered an address in 
honor of the emperor's quinquennalian celebration on March 28.75 The ad- 
dress, oration 8, provides us with a window into the official assessment of the 
campaign after a year of less than signal performance. Themistius came 
bringing the aurum coronarium tax from Constantinople, which made his ora- 
tion the perfect forum for discussing Valens's enlightened taxation policies.” 
The Procopian revolt had led Valens to curb the harsh exactions initiated in 
the first years of his reign in order to placate the widespread discontent that 
had set the stage for the usurper's uprising. Themistius's praise for Valens's 
tax cuts now made a virtue of necessity. The orator laid particular emphasis 
on the cost of military operations relative to the limited number of people 
they profited: whereas low taxation was of universal benefit, barbarian cam- 
paigns aided only those who lived on the borders.?? High taxes and harsh 
collection procedures were thus more dangerous to the empire than the 
"Scythians": “It is of no importance to one who is ill-treated whether it is a 
Scythian or a Roman who wrongs him; whosoever causes him to suffer wrong, 
that man he considers his enemy."?! Themistius's embassy thus offered a 
chance to warn the new emperor that the expenses of continued cam- 
paigning could force the renewal of the exactions that had nearly cost Valens 
his throne. By undertaking this campaign, Valens had raised the expecta- 
tion that he would gain a victory; Themistius was notifying him that it would 
have to come soon.®? 

The following summer, Valens was once again disappointed when flood- 
ing on the Danube prevented him from crossing. He had set up a base camp 
near Vicus Carporum—probably ancient Carsium— downstream from where 


77. AM 27.5.4: “nec illato gravi vulnere, nec accepto." Valens is first attested back at Mar- 
cianople on Mar. 9, 368, at CTh 10.17.2, with Seeck, Regesten, 34, 233. Cf. Theoph. a.m. 5859-60 
on Valens's stay in Marcianople during his Gothic war. 

78. Them. Or. 8.116a-b. On the date, see Vanderspoel 1995, 168, 251; Chastagnol 1987. 

79. On aurum coronarium, see Or. 8.115b. On taxation policies, see Or. 8.113a-114b, 116d; 
cf. 10.129c and 292-95. 

80. Or. 8.114c-115a, 118c. Themistius’s praise of Valens's choice to cut taxes in precisely 
the period when military expenditure demanded vast monetary outlays (Or. 8.113b) is echoed 
in a passage of Zosimus (4.10.3—4) that praises the praetorian prefect Auxonius for providing 
resources for the campaign without raising taxes. CTh 7.4.15 (May 3, 369) to Auxonius 
confirms Valens's concern that provincials not be overburdened with demands for provision- 
ing. Cf. Heather and Matthews 1991, 27 n. 39. 

81. Or. 8.1156; cf. 115a. 

82. Heather 1991, 117-18; cf. Heather and Matthews 1991, 25; contra Vanderspoel 1995, 
169-71. 
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he had crossed the previous year. Ammianus gives us the impression that he 
remained inactive there all summer? but other sources prove this wrong. 
He is attested at Tomi (Constantia) in a passage from the ecclesiastical his- 
torians that can plausibly be assigned to this year. A milestone along the road 
between Durostorum and Tomi marks the route Valens would have taken 
there, and an inscription from near Tomi further confirms the emperor's 
presence in the area.®* 

Nor was Valens simply making the rounds. Valentinian had initiated a 
massive fortification program in the west that year, and Valens was follow- 
ing his brother's lead, putting the enforced hiatus in his campaigning to 
good use.9 Indeed, Valentinian's fortification program in the western em- 
pire is notorious and has been well documented with epigraphical and ar- 
chaeological finds on the Rhine and upper Danube.®° Fewer have recog- 
nized, however, that Valens himself expended enormous amounts of capital 
and effort fortifying the east. Unfortunately, the slower pace of archaeol- 
ogy on the lower Danube has uncovered less material to fill in our picture 
of Valens's efforts." Even so, enough remains to reconstruct something of 
what he accomplished. 

Our documentary sources offer the names of three forts built or rebuilt 
along the Danube by Valens: the Codex Theodosianus contains three consti- 
tutions issued by Theodosius from “Valentia,” and Valentinian and Gratian 
were also honored with eponymous forts—Gratiana and Valentiniana— 
attested in Procopius and the Notitia dignitatum. Valentiniana was appar- 
ently garrisoned with a new unit instituted under Valens, the Milites Primi 
Gratianenses. Numismatic evidence can also be used to buttress the argu- 


83. AM 27.5.5: "impeditus mansit immobilis prope Carporum vicum, stativis castris ad 
usque autumnum locatis emensum." Wanke 1990, 61, 100-101, argues that Valens's base camp 
was in fact at Cius (Girliciu) and that the fort described is that which remains at Carsium 
(HirSova). 

84. On the visit to Tomi, see Soz. 6.21.3—6; cf. Theod. HE 4.35.1—2, with Velkov 1980, 179, 
192-93. See also AE 1978, 716 (Valuls lui Traian, near Tomi). The milestone of Miristea (CIL 
3.12518b) can be dated after Gratian's elevation in late summer 367; cf. CIL 3.13755b from 
Axiopolis (Rasovo). In contrast to their normally jejune entries, both Eutropius and Festus in- 
clude catalogs of Thracian cities that may be some of the places Valens visited during his Gothic 
campaigns: Eutr. 6.10: Uscudama/Adrianople, Cabyle, Apollonia, Callatis, Parthenopolis, 
Tomi, Histrum, and Burziaonis; Festus 9: the same list, plus Eumolpiada/Philippopolis; cf. Bird 
1993, 103 n. 14. 

85. On Valentinian's and Valens's fortifications, see app. A; cf. Lander 1984, 263-93. 

86. See esp. Soproni 1985; Petrikovits 1971. 

85. See esp. Scorpan 1980; Aricescu 1980, 72-1093. 

88. For Valentia, see CTh8.5.49, 11.1.22, 12.1.1193. For Gratiana and Valentiniana, see Proc. 
Aed. 4.11.20; Not. dign. or. 39.27. Wanke 1990, n. 17, argues that Gratiana was located at the 
northeastern extreme of the province. Aricescu 1980, 95, puts it rather on the Danube ripar- 
ian road between Carsium and Troesmis. 


VALENS'S FIRST GOTHIC WAR 131 


ment. Coin finds indicate that Valens constructed a fortlet that has been 
excavated near Lake Topraichioi in the Dobrugea. This installation was a 
burgus, a small, rectangular watchtower of a sort Valentinian and Valens fa- 
vored. Here in Scythia and in other riparian hot spots, they placed these at 
close intervals—as little as one mile apart—so that limitanean troops could 
survey the frontier and monitor interactions between barbarians and Ro- 
mans.?? To advertise their favoring of burgi, Valentinian and Valens also at 
this time began minting medallic bronzes featuring these fortlets on their 
reverse (fig. 14).°° Above all, a prominent if fragmentary inscription from a 
fort at Cius (Girliciu)—near the Vicus Carporum mentioned by Ammianus— 
confirms Valens's completion of this structure temporibus quinquennalibus, that 
is, in 368.9?! Two years later, Themistius included a long section in his ad- 
dress On the Peace lauding the same project. He was particularly keen on 
Valens’s work repairing, restocking, and regarrisoning existing forts.°? As 
noted above, the archaeology indicates that the frontier had suffered little 
disturbance since its last reconstruction under Constantine. To implement 
the currently mandated program on the lower Danube, then, Valens needed 
mostly to undertake routine maintenance and add only a few new forts. Even 
so, forts did not spell a victory, and victory there had to be. The following 
winter, he returned to Marcianople to prepare for another chance.?? 

On January 1, 369, Themistius once again came on embassy to Valens to 
celebrate the first consulship of his infant son, Valentinian Galates. The ad- 
dress he delivered (Or. 9) is less revealing about the Gothic war than its pre- 
decessor, although it does bring to life something of the mentality of tri- 
umphal rulership as it was foisted onto the two-year-old prince.?* Themistius 
lauded the auspicious infancy of the child, noting that he had been born in 
the same year as the victory (vixn) against Procopius and that he now shared 
the consulate with the magister equitum Victor, “a man whose name means 
victory.”® He had already watched the boy amid the troops and seen him 


89. Zahariade and Opait 1986. On burgi, see p. 375. Valentinian’s and Valens’s favor for 
burgi can be seen in the fact that four of the five occurrences of the word in CIL 3 are from 
their forts (cf. Lander 1984, 264—70, 289-93). 

go. RIC 9.19-20 (Trier 29a-c); 9.219 (Constantinople 40); Bastien 1988, 201 n. 69. The 
type clearly postdates Aug. 24, 367, since it was minted for Gratian as well. The “S” shown above 
the fortlet may stand for speculum, another common name for a burgus, as at CTh 1.6.6. 

91. CIL 3.7494 = ILS 770; cf. Mommsen 1882. 

92. Or. 10.136a-b. See also Mackensen 1999, 234-38, on the systematic construction of 
horrea at Valentinianic forts to facilitate grain storage. 

93. AM 27.5.5; Valens is attested at Marcianople from Nov. 9, 368, at CTh 9.1.10—11, 9.34.8, 
with Seeck, Regesten, 34, 36, 235. 

94. On the speech and its date, see Vanderspoel 1995, 171—72, 251. Pace Vanderspoel 1995 
and Downey 1965-74, 1: 182, Them. Or. 9.123c implies that the author was present at Mar- 
cianople to deliver this speech; cf. Errington 2000, 885 n. 128. 

95. Or. 9.120C-121a: vixens Emuwuuos dvnp. 
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Figure 14. Valens advertises one of his 
fortification towers. Aes of Constantino- 
ple. RIC 9.219.40. Glendening sale 
catalog, July 17, 1929, no. 1023. 





testing a bow and engaging in a mock contest with barbarians. Young Galates 
was being raised to standards that would please his father and teach the boy 
to follow in his footsteps.?9 

In early July 369, Valens once again moved downstream and crossed the 
Danube on a boat bridge he built at Noviodunum (Isaccea).°” He first headed 
north, deep into the territory of the Gothic Greuthungi in Bessarabia. Af- 
ter further minor engagements, he finally met fixed resistance when Atha- 
naric chose to confront him in battle. Valens routed the Tervingi leader but 
did not pursue him. Rather, he returned south of the Danube again to Mar- 
cianople, where he planned to pass the winter with his troops.?? The Goths, 
unable to confront the Romans effectively and reeling under the weight of 
starvation and economic collapse after three years of conflict, senta number 
of embassies begging for peace.?? Since he had not succeeded in achieving a 
decisive victory in three years and was confronted with growing problems 
elsewhere, Valens consented. He sent his magistri militum Victor and Ari- 
nthaeus, along with the omnipresent Themistius, to propose conditions. 
Athanaric consented, although he insisted that he not be forced to cross the 
Danube so as not to violate his oath to his father never to set foot on Roman 
soil. On a hot summer day, Valens and Athanaric were rowed out in boats to 
the middle of the Danube, where they concluded the treaty of Novio- 
dunum.! Valens then returned to Marcianople, where he remained until 


96. Or. 9.121a-c. On the martial education of fourth-century princes, see Straub 1939, 
32-35; cf. Campbell 1984, 49-50. 

97. AM 27.5.6; cf. Them. Or. 10.133b. Valens is last attested at Noviodunum on July 5, 369, 
at CTh 10.16.2, with Seeck, Regesten, 237. 

98. AM 27.5.6. Them Or. 10.132c confirms Ammianus's testimony that the expedition pen- 
etrated deep into barbarian territory. The date of Valens's return to Marcianople is not certain, 
pace Seeck, Regesten, 237. One can assume late summer. 

99. AM 27.5.7. Them. Or. 10.133a confirms that the Goths sent multiple embassies. 

100. AM 27.5.8-9; Zos. 4.11.4; Them. Or. 10.134; cf. 132d, 193b. See also Or. 11.146a-b, 
148d, and Kóhler 1925, 40. It is not certain that Themistius was a member of the embassy to 
the Goths, although his use of the first person at Or. 10.132d-133a and 11.144a point in this 
direction; cf. Dagron 1968, 22, 102; Vanderspoel 1995, 173. 
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at least January 31, 370, before returning to Constantinople en route to the 
eastern frontier.!?! 

The three-year war had hardly been an unequivocal success. The Romans 
did not suffer any significant losses, but they also did not inflict any grave 
defeat on the Tervingi.!°? Valens engaged Athanaric in only one set battle 
and, although he routed the ?udex, he was never able to pursue his advan- 
tage. By late summer 369, he had other preoccupations. He had been mov- 
ing to the eastern frontier in 365 when Procopius's revolt triggered the se- 
ries of incidents that brought him to campaign against the Goths. While he 
remained on the Danube, the situation in the east continued to grow worse. 
The Persians invaded Armenia and expelled its young king Pap. Already by 
his quinquennial address in early 368, Themistius could report of Pap's ar- 
rival at Valens's court in Marcianople.!?? By the summer of 369, affairs in 
the east had reached a critical state, forcing Valens to send his magister ped- 
itum Arinthaeus to the Persian frontier immediately after he returned from 
negotiations with Athanaric.!?* Ammianus confirms the threat in a passage 
that is often misunderstood. Valens, he reports, had to come to terms “be- 
cause the fear of the enemy [metus hostilis] was increasing through the em- 
peror's ongoing stay." Taken in its proper sense, this metus hostilis must re- 
fer to the Roman fear of the (eastern) enemy rather than the Goths' fear of 


101. AM 27.5.6-10 says that after routing Athanaric, Valens returned to Marcianople, with 
the intention of wintering there, arranged the treaty there, and then returned to Constantinople. 
Seeck, Untergang, 448 n. 18, takes Them. Or. 10.1944 (&d’YAiw oras émi THs vews, Aika ualıora 
Eavrod bAoywöcorepos Ñv) to imply that the Noviodunum agreement was reached in late sum- 
mer 369; cf. Schmidt 1934, 232; Stein 1959, 186. At Regesten 34, 239, however, he argues for a 
date in early 370, a date recently defended at Errington 2000, 902-4. Valens definitely remained 
at Marcianople until at least Dec 11, 369 (CTh 10.10.11), and probably as late as Jan. 31, 370 
(CTh 7.13.2, with Seeck, Regesten, 34), and he could plausibly have struck his treaty any time 
into the winter of 369/70. Although AM 27.5.10 and Zos. 4.11.4 place Valens's return to Con- 
stantinople immediately after concluding the treaty of Noviodunum (which would imply that 
he struck it in early 370), a summer date seems more likely given Themistius's eyewitness tes- 
timony about the heat. Indeed, as Errington himself agrees, Valens had already visited Con- 
stantinople in December 369, as per CTh 5.1.2. The issue is important because a winter date 
for the treaty would imply that Valens may have hoped for further Gothic campaigns in 370 
but eventually abandoned his intentions. In fact, however, he seems to have concluded the treaty 
in late summer or early autumn 369, while his troops were in winter quarters, to have passed 
the rest of the winter at Marcianople, and to have returned to Constantiniple with his army 
only in early 370. Cf. AM 30.3.7, where Valentinian chose to winter at Trier in 374 despite the 
fact that he had learned of the Sarmatian invasion of Pannonia in June of that year and fully 
intended to march east the following spring. 

102. AM 27.5.4, 6; Them. Or. 10.139a-c; cf. Köhler 1925, 41-42; Schmidt 1934, 232; Nagl, 
"Val.," 2108; Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 440; Heather 1991, 117-8. 

103. Them. Or. 8.116c; cf. p. 171. 

104. AM 27.12.19. 
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Valens. ? Whether or not he had achieved what he set out to do, Valens 
had no choice but to come to terms. 

Themistius was, as mentioned, at the Danube in 369 asa negotiator, and 
he later witnessed the treaty ceremony. In early 370, he reported his expe- 
rience to the Constantinopolitan Senate in a dramatic speech (Or. 10) that 
glorified what was in fact an uncomfortable agreement for both sides.!?9 As 
we might expect, Themistius's veil of triumphal imagery is not difficult to 
see through: he argues that Valens had so unquestionably proven his supe- 
riority that he did not need, or rather did not want, a full-scale barbarian 
slaughter. This idea emerges most clearly in his peroration, where he com- 
pares Valens to the prudent hunter who spares some of the quarry for fu- 
ture outings.!°” Such a measured use of victory entitled Valens to claim rule 
over not just the Romans, but all races, doubly justifying his right to the ti- 
tle Gothicus Maximus: “Whom, then, is it most fitting to call Gothicus: him 
through whom the Goths exist and are preserved or him at whose hands they 
would have ceased to exist, if he were given his choice?”!® Themistius's por- 
trayal of the treaty ceremony is equally revealing. He evokes the hackneyed 
image of barbarians, normally boisterous and unruly, cowering in obeisance 
in countless numbers on the left bank of the Danube. Across from them glis- 
ten Roman legions, ranged in perfect order, in a ceremony encapsulating 
the world order that all Romans hoped to project.!? Between the two groups, 
Valens and Athanaric engage in negotiations, which are depicted as an ag- 
onistic rivalry, a single combat between the leaders, with a single, undisputed 
winner, Valens.!!? 

In reality, of course, the situation was much more ambiguous.!!! Atha- 


105. AM 27.5.7: “quod ex principis diuturna permansione metus augebatur hostilis"; cf., 
e.g., Rolfe 1935-39, 3: 33, "because the long stay of the emperor was increasing the enemy's 
fears." See Ammianus's similar use of metus at 30.2.8. Blockley's reading (1981-83, 2: 138 n. 
81), of Eunap. Hist. fr. 37 as ironic would add Eunapius to the list of sources who understood 
that the treaty was a compromise. Zosimus's litotes at 4.11.4 is also revealingly unenthusiastic, 
omovdal un Karaoxvvovoa THY Popatov déiwow. 

106. For the date and circumstances, see Vanderspoel 1995, 173-76, 251. 

107. Or. 10.139d-140a. 

108. Them. Or. 10.140c-d; cf. the same themes at 130d-131b, 131d-132a, 133b, 139a-c, 
and Or. 19.229c. 

109. Them. Or. 10.133c-d. For similar scenes, see AM 17.12.9; Pan. Lat. 3 [11].7.2. 

110. Them. Or. 10.134a-1352a, 139b-c. 

111. The case is put most succinctly at Heather 1991, 117-118: “It was clear to all that 
Valens's policy had changed from one of confrontation to negotiation; Themistius was at- 
tempting to hide the fact that Valens compromised because he had been unable to win on the 
battlefield." Cf. Köhler 1925, 46-48. However, as Gutmann 1991, 127-30, points out, we must 
be careful not to read Themistius's rhetoric of $iAavOporría with too much skepticism. Prav- 
Opwrria was a standard theme in all of Themistius's orations, including an earlier speech to Valens 
that had no bearing on Goths: Or. 6.69d-80a, 94b, 95a-b; cf. Or. 13.176a-c and Downey 1955; 
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naric was not admitting defeat, as indicated by his bold demand that the 
treaty be concluded in midstream on the Danube, and he would later refrain 
from requesting asylum from the Huns because “he recalled that he had 
treated Valens with some contempt at the time of the treaty, when he declared 
that he was bound by a solemn vow not to set foot on Roman soil."!!? Nor- 
mally, barbarian leaders driven into submission were forced to come to Ro- 
man territory or to submit ceremonially before Roman standards in their 
own land. A treaty arrived atin midstream thus represented an outward sign 
of compromise.!!? 

Compromise is also evident from what we can know about the terms of 
the treaty itself. * Ammianus, unfortunately, reports only that it was secured 
by the exchange of hostages, nothing more.!!? Our understanding of the 
Noviodunum agreement is, however, considerably enhanced by the reports 
in Zosimus and Themistius. Zosimus says: "The Romans kept whatever they 
had before with complete security, and the barbarians were forbidden to 
make crossings and ever to set foot on Roman territory at all." This would 
seem to imply a considerable tightening up of the frontier in favor of the 
Romans, but Themistius implies with his description of the treaty ceremony 
that the barbarians also kept whatever was theirs before: there were no net 
gains for Rome.!!? The passage in Zosimus also implies, and Themistius 
openly asserts, that trading along the Danube, which had previously been 
unrestricted, was to be limited to two cities.!? 

Themistius explained that this last measure was designed to curb barbarian 
attacks and frivolous profiteering by Roman troops,!? but one wonders if 


Dagron 1968, 95-118; Daly 1972; Vanderspoel 1995, 28-29, 174 n. 70. Indeed, it was a stan- 
dard theme in ancient rhetoric more generally: Men. Rhet. 2.374—75 recommends precisely 
the trope used by Themistius (évraóUa oroas diAavÜporría tas mpa£es dvífka ovyywprjoas 
Tò Aeüjavov Tod yevovs owleodaı); cf. Symm. Or. 2.10-12: “tibi incola vivit Alamanniae; quos 
ferro subtrahis, addis imperio". 

112. AM 31.4.13; cf. Them. Or. 15.1912: 6 maAaı cepvos kai DilAoyvoliuov. 

119. Valentinian negotiated a treaty with the undefeated Alamannic rex Macrianus in sim- 
ilar circumstances (AM 30.3.4—5, with Wanke 1990, 105 n. 95; Heather and Matthews 1991, 
25-26; Heather 1991, 119-20). Here, too, the argument should not be pushed too far, since 
a similar treaty of Julian's with the Chamavi was negotiated after their complete submission 
(Eunap. Hist. fr. 18.6 [Blockley]; cf. AM 17.8.5). 

114. Thisis generally agreed, as Schmidt 1934, 232-33; Klein 1952; Dagron 1968, 102-3; 
Stallknecht 1969, 62-63; Wanke 1990, 107-9, esp. n. 100; Heather 1991, 117-21; Heather 
and Matthews 1991, 22-23; Chauvot 1998, 197-99. On barbarian treaties more broadly, see 
Elton 1996b, 183-90. 

115. AM 27.5.10: "acceptis obsidibus." 

116. Zos. 4.11.4. Them. Or. 10.133c describes barbarians lined up along the left bank of 
the Danube, implying that the Romans made no claim to their territory. 

117. Them. Or. 10.135c-d. Velkov 1980, 184-85, and Barnea 1968, 2: 395, both argue in- 
dependently that the two trade sites were Noviodunum and Daphne. 

118. Them. Or. 10.135d, 136b. For the profitability of Gothic trade, see SHA Max. 4.4. 
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there were not deeper, ideological issues at play. Although earlier centuries 
had generally seen minimal limitations on barbarian trade,!!? according to 
Themistius, Valens was quite insistent on the importance of these restrictions 
in 369.!°° Indeed, Valens's intentions here may have been rooted in a larger 
Valentinianic policy of opposition to foreign trade. A Valentinianic law of 
370/75 forbade the sale of wine, oil, and garum to barbarians, and a related 
law—this one datable to 370 or 373 and probably originally part of the same 
constitution—imposed capital penalties on those who married barbarians.!?! 
It is thus no surprise that Valens himself threatened corporal punishment 
for anyone who exported gold into eastern barbaricum in a law of 374.7? His 
interest in restricting trade on the Danube is entirely in keeping with a 
broader closed-door policy toward non-Romans promulgated by both em- 
perors. Nor did the embargo go unimplemented. Valens's strong new sys- 
tem of fortifications,!?? his fleet of patrol boats (lusoriae) on the Danube, !** 
and the personnel at the disposal of his comes commerciorum'?? would certainly 
have been capable of choking off trans-Danubian commerce. The fact that 
they succeeded is well attested by the coin finds from Gothic territory, which 
are only one-fifth as abundant per annum under Valens as they had been 
under Constantius and Julian.!*° Valens thus effected a reversal in the more 
normal situation between Goths and Romans discussed above. He apparently 
felt strongly that the divide between Roman and barbarian should be drawn 
as firmly as possible. 

Themistius also says that Valens cut off the previous payments of annual 
tribute to the Goths, once again in keeping with his and his brother's hard- 


119. This is not to say that trade limitations were unknown in earlier treaties, as Dio Cass. 
71.11, 15-16, 18-19, 72.2, 15; cf. Priscus fr. 46 (Blockley). On the question, see Thompson 
1966, 14-15; Pitts 1989; Potter 1992; Lee 1993, 71-74. 

120. Them. Or. 10.135c-d. 

121. CJ 4.41.1; CTh 3.14.1. Both constitutions were addressed to Count Theodosius dur- 
ing his wars against Firmus, as noted in Seeck, Regesten, 124; cf. Pabst 1989, 347-48. The con- 
tention of Rugullis 1992, 68-73, that we should see these orders as specific to North Africa is 
vitiated by Ambrose's allusions to the laws as if they were general, Ep. 62 [19].7, 34; De off. 3.13.84. 

122. CJ 4.63.2. For trade restrictions on the eastern frontier, see Rugullis 1992, 105-15; 
Lee 1993, 61-64. 

129. Themistius Or. 10.136a explicitly links Valens's forts and his trade restrictions. 

124. AM 31.5.3 implies there were regular boat patrols on the Danube up to 376, and Not. 
dign. or. 39.35 and 40.36 indicate that units continued to be assigned to this duty up to ca. 394. 
Indeed CTh 7.17 indicates that 225 patrol boats were still in operation as late as 412. On river 
patrols and patrol boats, see Hóckmann 1986, 410-12; 1993; Bounegru and Zahariade 1996, 
91-109. 

125. Not. dign. or. 13.8; cf. A. H. M. Jones 1964, 429, 826. 

126. Preda 1975. These numbersare extrapolated from the table at p. 444. See also Harhoiu 
1997, 140-47. 
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line stance against interaction and economic exchange with barbarians.!?7 
While we may doubt the feasibility of this measure over the long term, there 
is no reason to deny that Valens was willing and able to call a halt to trib- 
ute after 369, and the 374 law forbidding gold exports surely indicates that 
it remained in force for at least five years. More important, however, The- 
mistius admits that the cessation of tribute was arranged while granting a 
single, unnamed concession to the Goths.!?® Although we have no specific 
evidence for what this was, it is often assumed to have been the cessation 
of the requirement that the Tervingi provide auxilia for Roman expedi- 
tionary forces.!?? It had probably been the case that previous participation 
by Gothic auxiliaries in Roman expeditions had come to be contingent on 
payment, and it is thus reasonable to assume that the cessation of payment 
went hand in hand with the cessation of military support. Given the role the 
Goths had played in previous campaigns, this concession would have been 
massive. 

In the end, then, Valens's Gothic war had been anything but a rousing 
success. He had defeated but hardly overwhelmed the Goths in three years 
of frustrating conflict. He had then struck a treaty that, while not wholly 
unfavorable to Roman interests, had clearly been the result of a compro- 
mise. In this Noviodunum agreement, Valens neither gained nor lost ter- 
ritory; he sharply curbed trade along the Danube; he halted the annual pay- 
ment of tribute; and he apparently surrendered Roman claims to Gothic 
auxiliary forces. In comparison with the situation that had obtained before — 
the situation established by Constantine in 332 and then gradually modified 
over the next thirty years—the end result of Valens's war was a sclerosis of 
Romano-Gothic relations. The coarse net that had formerly encouraged in- 
teraction while guaranteeing a remarkable degree of peaceful cooperation 
had been pulled tighter, creating a situation that ultimately benefited nei- 
ther side. 


SOME PRINCIPLES OF LATE ROMAN FOREIGN POLICY 


When we last left Menander Rhetor's panegyrically perfect emperor, we had 
covered only his qualities of character (ethe), not yet his actions (praxeis). 
This, of course, is only half the picture, for every emperor's identity was 
constructed as much around what he did as around who he was. Indis- 


127. Them. Or. 10.135b-c. On Valentinian's and Valens's hostility to tribute, see pp. 150-51. 

128. Or. 10.185a-c: ois Ôè érvye rav omovöwv aravfasıalöuevos (of Athanaric). 

129. Schmidt 1934, 232; Nagl, "Val.," 2109-10; Klein 1952, 191; Heather 1986, 290; Ul- 
rich 1995, 129, 139-40. This would seem to be confirmed by the fact that the detailed testi- 
mony for Valens's campaigns against Shapur in the 370s says nothing of Gothic auxiliaries. 
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pensable among the ideal emperor's virtues was, of course, dvópeía, in Latin, 
virtus, martial valor. Although this had been true since Augustus, it was dou- 
bly so for fourth-century rulers, whose basis for power was always grounded 
in the ideology of triumph.!?? The emperor was heralded on the coinage, 
in inscriptions, and in official correspondence as Victor terra marique, Trium- 
fator gentium barbararum, and Domitor gentium et regum.'*! The troops acclaimed 
these titles before entering battle, and civilians echoed imperial victory slo- 
gans in triumphal celebrations.'?? The central element in a fourth-century 
emperor's curriculum vitae was thus success in military campaigns and es- 
pecially campaigns against barbarians. 

For this reason, fourth-century panegyrics often concentrate on the mil- 
itary exploits of their addressee, and even when they focus on other sub- 
jects, they invariably pay some homage to military issues.!?? Valens himself 
heard his Scythian feats publicly lauded more than once. In the late winter 
of 370, Themistius delivered his celebratory oration On the Peace in Con- 
stantinople, perhaps in conjunction with a triumphal festival that Valens 
held, hinted at in passages in Eutropius.?* Later, Libanius delivered a sim- 
ilar panegyric on the Gothic war when the emperor took up residence in 
Antioch.!?? And in the years that followed, Valens continued to win praise 
for his Gothic victory in panegyrics, praise that was apparently effective in 
generating a public perception of him as “a man valiant in war." 9 The pur- 
suit of this image no doubt played into his decision to attack the Goths in 
the first place. 

Panegyrics were, of course, more than just an occasion for fawning adu- 
lation. They advertised imperial achievements to an audience hungry for 


130. On triumphal rulership in Late Antiquity, see Gagé 1933; McCormick 1986; cf. Lendon 
1997, 116. Contrast the relative unimportance of virtus over against aequitas and pietas in the 
second and early third centuries, Noreña 2001, 156-60. 

131. Kneissl 1969, 174—75; Barbieri 1980. 

132. E.g., AM 19.2.11, 21.5.9; Veg. Mil. 3.5; Lactant. De mort. pers. 44.7; cf. Roueché 1984. 

139. Men. Rhet. 2.372-75. Military exploits are treated throughout the Panegyrici Latini. 
L'Huillier 1992, 213-34, 275-86, 325-45, estimates that 37 percent of the corpus is devoted 
to militaria and offers extensive statistics on military vocabulary. For militaria in Greek pane- 
gyric, see, e.g., Julian. Or. 1.17cff.; 3.55d ff; Lib. Or. 12.48 ff 17.16ff.; 18.53 ff.; 59.56 ff. For 
triumphal ideology in imperial panegyric, see also Asche 1983. 

134. On Themistius, see p. 134. Eutropius's obsession with triumphs may indicate that 
Valens celebrated one in 370; see p. 191. Festus 30 actually praises Valens de Gothis palma. Kondić 
1973, 48-49, holds that a medallion now in the Belgrade museum (fig. 16) may be connected 
with a triumph as well, but the reverse legend (VIRTUS DD NN AUGUSTORUM) would seem to 
date before Gratian's accession in 367. 

135. Lib. Or. 1.144. The oration is not preserved. Greg. Nys. Eun. 1.127 indicates that Valens 
was especially proud of his Gothic victory. Basil Ep. 269 may imply a panegyric or history on the 
feats of Valens's general Arinthaeus, although no time frame can be established. 

136. Malalas 13.34: ô yevvaios Ev moAduars ; cf. MX 3.29. On continued praise for the Gothic 
war, see Them. Or. 11.146a-b, 148d-149a, 13.166a-c, 179c-d. 
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such fare. In Valens's case, the need for advertisement was particularly acute. 
The new emperor had gotten off to a rocky start with the Procopius revolt. 
During that revolt, he had witnessed the mass desertion of his troops to a 
man whose dynastic claims commanded far too much support for Valens to 
remain comfortable with his position as it stood. Following the revolt, Valens 
badly needed to shore up his emperorship with a military success against a 
foreign enemy. The fact that the Goths had supported Procopius offered him 
the justification he needed to break the peace on the Danube against a people 
whom he might have regarded as an easier target than the Persians. Themis- 
tius was thus setting the stage as early as late 366 for Valens to open hostilities 
in this direction.!°” 

That Valens’s war was rooted as much in triumphalist expectations as in 
strategic necessity is clear from his readiness to be content with less than de- 
cisive results. When, in the first year of the campaign, Valens failed to force 
a conflict, he chose instead to keep the army content with plundering raids 
and headhunting.!?® The following winter, he was already—somewhat pre- 
maturely— claiming that “the Goths had been conquered and overcome."!?? 
In 369, when the Tervingi again proved elusive targets, he turned the army 
against the Greuthungi, who had not threatened Roman territory and had 
no connection with the revolt of Procopius.!*? And after three years of such 
bullying, Valens felt comfortable advertising his victory by assuming the ti- 
tle Gothicus Maximus.'*! The fourth-century military machine was thus op- 
erating on its own inertia. Because it demanded active campaigning and 
defined imperial success in military terms, Valens felt compelled to live up 
to these demands in his struggle to retain power. 

Nor is it folly to assume that the blurring of boundaries between the de- 
mands of military necessity and the construction of triumphalist rhetoric 
filtered into the actual formation of policy.!*? The development of Roman 
foreign policy was hardly based on a scientific conception of what would en- 
sure stability on the frontier. Rather, it has been argued with some success 


137. Them. Or. 7.94c: yvois ... drt BapBdpev ev Pouaiovs dxpı mavrös émre£iévou mpoovjke. 

138. AM 27.5.4. Zos. 4.11.2-3. On the importance of plundering and headhunting for 
morale, see Lib. Or. 18.45, 73; Zos. 3-7-2-3, 4.22.2; SHA Prob. 14.2; cf. Krierer 1995, 126-28; 
Goldsworthy 1996, 271—76. For similar views on the campaign's importance in establishing 
Valens's imperial authority, see Wanke 1990, 110. 

139. CIL 3.7494 = ILS 770: "victis superatisque Gothis." 

140. AM 27.5.6. Wolfram 1988, 68, offers no evidence for his speculation that the 
Greuthungi had aided the Tervingi. 

141. CIL 6.1175 = ILS 771; Eutr. praef.: “Domino Valenti Gothico Maximo”; Them. Or. 
10.140a-c: Tordıxov; cf. Arnaldi 1980. On the title Gothicus Maximus more broadly, see Wol- 
fram 1988, 55-56. Valentinian I and Gratian were the last emperors to assume official victory 
titles in the west, and Valens was the last to do so in the east before Justinian (Kneissl 1969, 
179-80). 

142. See Heather 1999a; Mattern 1999, esp. 162-94. 
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that Roman policy was only ever created in response to specific situations, 
and not according to broader theories of “political science."!*? This being 
said, however, a common set of assumptions did affect the way that emperors 
chose to respond when situations arose. These included the belief that all 
barbarians necessarily posed a threat, that barbarian problems were best 
dealt with through direct invasion, that barbarian territory was at least nom- 
inally subject to Roman dominion, and that barbarian leaders could be ef 
fectively managed by elimination. Each of these notions can be traced in 
the policy of both Valentinian and Valens. In what follows, we shall see how 
they might have affected the choices these made in their treatment of for- 
eign affairs. 

As we examine these questions, it is also important to keep in mind that 
no firm distinctions should be drawn between the foreign policy of Valens 
and that of his brother. The two worked so closely together that, even if tac- 
tical decisions were surely left to each emperor individually, the fundamen- 
tal strategic program was largely the same for both. Ammianus is quite ex- 
plicit that "Valens, in accordance with the desire of his brother, whom he 
consulted and by whose will he was guided, took up arms against the 
Goths.”!“4 In some sense, then, Valens's Gothic war was conceived as much 
by his brother as by himself, and it is thus necessary to examine the policy 
assumptions of both emperors before drawing any conclusions about the 
structural causes of Valens's first Gothic war.!* 

Nowhere is it clearer that Valens and his contemporaries regarded bar- 
barians as a uniform and constant threat than in the anonymous treatise De 
rebus bellicis, written for him at precisely the time of his Gothic war.!* Its 
author states baldly: 


Above all, it must be recognized that wild nations are pressing upon the Ro- 
man empire and howling round about it everywhere, and treacherous bar- 
barians covered by natural positions are assailing every frontier. . . . These mu- 


143. Millar 1982; 1988. 

144. AM 27.4.1: *ut consulto placuerat fratri, cuius regebatur arbitrio, arma concussit in 
Gothos." See the similar language at Malalas 13.30 (p. 338) regarding Persian affairs. 

145. For a similar interpretation of the effects of Valentinian's aggressive barbarian poli- 
cies on Valens, see Seeck, Untergang, 24, with 433; Chrysos 1972, 99-101, 171—72. We need 
not assume that Valentinian's foreign policy was in principle identical with that of other fourth- 
century rulers. Frézouls 1983, for example, demonstrates that Julian's and Constantius's bar- 
barian policies differed markedly, with Julian favoring domination and repulse, while Con- 
stantius relied on compromise and accommodation; cf. Stallknecht 1969, 46-48, 56-8. Pabst 
1989, 329-55, offers a portrait of Valentinian’s foreign policy that appears much more ratio- 
nalized than what follows here. I prefer the tack taken at Drinkwater 1999. 

146. For attitudes toward barbarians in the DRB, see Chauvot 1998, 219-33. For more on 
Roman attitudes to barbarians, see Ladner 1976; Dauge 1981; Shaw 1982-83; Cunliffe 1988. 
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tilate our peace and quiet by unexpected forays. Nations of this kind, then, 
that are protected by such defenses or by city and fortress walls must be attacked 
by means of a variety of new military machines.!?7 


Valens, like his adviser, never needed to question the justifications behind 
actions against barbarians. Even when the Romans broke with treaty terms, 
scorned barbarian ambassadors, and slaughtered barbarian families in guer- 
rilla raids that mirrored those they decried when perpetrated by barbar- 
ians,!? this was considered a legitimate response to an omnipresent and in- 
tractable menace. 

Moreover, Valentinian and Valens apparently believed that their reigns in 
particular were afflicted with an unusual danger from beyond the frontiers. 
This is certainly the impression left by Ammianus: 


At this time [i.e., the beginning of Valentinian's and Valens's rule], as if trum- 
pets were sounding the war-note throughout the whole Roman world, the most 
savage peoples roused themselves and poured across the nearest frontiers. At 
the same time as the Alamanni were devastating Gaul and Raetia, and the Sar- 
matae and Quadi Pannonia, the Picts, Saxons, Scots, and Attacotti were ha- 
rassing the Britons with constant disasters. The Austoriani and other Moorish 
tribes raided Africa more fiercely than ever, and predatory bands of Goths were 
plundering Thrace and Pannonia. The king of the Persians was laying hands 
on Armenia, hastening with mighty efforts to bring that country under his 
sway again. 
Zosimus reports similar mayhem at the start of Valentinian's and Valens's 
reigns, making one wonder if there were indeed particularly acute problems 
beginning precisely in 364.!°° Both he and Ammianus place their notices 
immediately after the death of Julian, and both thus seem to attribute the 
simultaneous collapse of all borders to the cosmic consequences of Julian's 
death.!?! In fact, impressive as Ammianus's catalog seems, it lumps together 
in the series of border disputes some that had already erupted before Valen- 
tinian was appointed Augustus and others that only arose in the penultimate 
year of his reign.!?? 

The similarity between Ammianus and Zosimus has led to reasonable spec- 


147. DRB6.1-4; cf. similar rhetoric at Eus. Tric. 8.1-2; Lib. Or. 59.135-36. 

148. E.g., AM 16.11.9711, 17.1.3—7, 13.17-18, 18.2.12, 27.2.9. 

149. AM 26.4.5-6; cf. AM 27.1.1. 

150. Zos. 4.3.4; cf. 4.9.1. 

151. AM 30.7.5 confirms that Ammianus associated the collapse of the frontiers with Ju- 
lian’s death. For similar notions, see Lib. Or. 17.30, 18.290, 306 and Or. 24 passim; cf. Paschoud 
1992, 75. 

152. Tomlin 1979 rightly demonstrates that the passage conflates incidents that stretched 
across the years 363-75; cf. Heering 1927, 26. 
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ulation that the two shared a common source for the passage in the lost An- 
nales of Nicomachus Flavianus.!?? Even if this be the case, the Urquelle for 
their idea can be traced to the contemporary propaganda of Valentinian and 
Valens themselves. Thus we find in Themistius's eighth oration: 


What I shall say will in the first instance concern both emperors. They assumed 
command of the empire when it was like a ship assailed from all sides; events 
in the east had hewn it at the edges, and what the enemy did not expect to 
gain by arms, they bought with treaties. The Germans were disturbing the west 
and, checking its course slightly, did not so much alarm as irritate; the Scythi- 
ans loomed threateningly over the middle territories and exacted tribute for 
staying their hand. Taking on such a circle of war and peace, all vying with 
each other in wrongdoing, you suffered the opposite of what one might have 
surmised. 14 


In some sense, then, Valens and his brother themselves—through the agency 
of their panegyrist—projected the image that their times were especially trou- 
bled by barbarian threats. While we should not deny the reality of the prob- 
lems they faced, in many ways the same could be said of the reign of almost 
any fourth-century emperor. In a very real sense, then, the intention on the 
part of the emperors seems to have been to offer the justification for regu- 
lar military campaigns through the magnification of threats posed by the 
barbarians of their time. 

In Valentinian’s case, we have even further evidence that he was obsessed 
with the suppression of the barbarian menace. Indeed, his fear was so over- 
weening that contemporaries could play off of it for personal advantage: 
when the magister officiorum Remigius wanted to placate Valentinian during 
one of his notorious outbursts, he insinuated that a barbarian invasion was 
imminent, reducing the emperor to silence. Nor could his anxieties al- 
ways be turned to good effect. After Valentinian learned that his comi- 
tatensian unit of Batavi had fled the Alamanni in an engagement, he threat- 
ened to sell them all into slavery if they did not redeem themselves quickly 
with a military success.!°° Indeed, Valentinian ultimately suffered a fatal 
stroke when a group of ambassadors from the Quadi provoked him to 
apoplexy by trying to excuse their invasion of Pannonia. The ecclesiastical 
historians reproduce his infuriated response: “The Roman empire is in a 
sorry state if it has come to the point where such a worthless race of bar- 
barians is not content to remain protected by their own land but takes up 


153. Paschoud 2.2: 338 n. 112; 1975, 151-52. 

154. Them. Or. 8.119c. See similar rhetoric at Pan. Lat. 2 [12].3.3-4, 4 [10].18.1-6; Them. 
Or. 15.195a-b; SHA Hadr. 5.1-2; M. Ant. 22.1. 

155. AM 30.8.12. 

156. Zos. 4.9.2-4. This episode, confused though it is, should be linked with the events of 
early 366 described at AM 27.1.1—5. See the similar incident at AM 28.2.9. 
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arms and treads on Roman territory and plucks up courage for war."!?? So 
saying, he collapsed and died. 

Little wonder, then, that Valentinian's army was engaged in major mili- 
tary operations against barbarians every year from the time he arrived in 
Gaulin 366 until his death in 375. Valentinian's generals crossed the Rhine 
or Danube borders in 368, 369, 370, 371, 374, and 375, and he accompa- 
nied them personally on all but one of these missions. 1*8 He was not alone 
among Roman emperors, particularly post-tetrarchic emperors, in regard- 
ing regular campaigns beyond the frontier as essential for the maintenance 
of border security and the acquisition of military glory.? The two Latin 
panegyrics to Maximian draw particular attention to his transrhenana vic- 
toria." So too, in his two panegyrics to Constantius II, Julian praises his 
cousin for crossing the Rhine once and the Tigris many times.!?! Not sur- 
prisingly, after rebelling, Julian changed his tone and contrasted Constan- 
tius's indolence with his own boldness in crossing the Rhine no fewer than 
three times.! In his Caesares, Julian’s caricatures of bygone rulers square 
off with boasts comparing the number of times they had crossed the major 
river frontiers.!9 And Julian’s uncle Constantine shared this preoccupation 
as well, claiming in an inscription to have carried war into the lands of the 
barbarians and to have brought back victories thence from the beginning 
of his reign.!9* 

Valens no doubt also believed that translimitanean campaigning and at- 
tempts to extend the Roman frontiers were essential tools of foreign policy 
and essential obligations incumbent on him as emperor. This was certainly 
the message he received in a verse communiqué written by Ausonius to an- 
nounce his brother's trans-Rhenan success in 368 and to solicit news of his 


157. Soc. 4.31.4; cf. Soz. 6.36.3; Cedrenus, p. 547; Theoph. a.m. 5867. We must, of course, 
keep in mind that this passage reflects the rhetoric of its authorship, but this was no doubt 
grounded in a widely held consensus about Valentinian's mentality. On the incident, see also 
AM 30.6.1-3; Zos. 4.17.1-2; Jer. Chron. s.a. 375; Prosper Chron. 1155; Cons. Const. s.a. 375; Chron. 
pasch., p. 560. 

158. On Valentinian's Rhine campaigns, see Heering 1927, 26-43; Nagl, “Vt.,” 2178-80; 
Tomlin 1973, 99-174; Gutmann 1991, 3-50; Seager 1999, 594-97. For his Sarmatian cam- 
paigns, see Heering 1927, 53-57; Nagl, "Vt.," 2182-85; Tomlin 1973, 175-208; Gutmann 1991, 
86-95; Seager 1999. 597-99. 

159. On the importance of personal participation by emperors in military operations, see 
Straub 1939, 28-29; Millar 1983, 11-15, 22; Campbell 1984, 17-156. 

160. Pan. Lat. 11 [3].5.3, 7.2, 16.1, 10 [2].2.6, 7.1-7, 9.1; cf. 7 [6].8.4. 

161. Julian. Or. 1.17 (22a-c); 3 [2].19 (74b). 

162. Ep. ad Ath. 27 9d—-280c. Julian’s Rhine crossings took place in 358 (AM 17.10.1-10), 
359 (18.2.7-19), and 360 (20.10.1-2). Cf. Matthews 1989, 81-84. 

163. Caes. 320d, 327d. 

164. CIL 5.8269: “hos[tium] sedibus bellis in [latis r] eportatisque sua [vir] tute et divina [di- 
rec]tione victoriis"; cf. Pan. Lat. 6 [7].12.2, 12 [9].22.6. 
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own Gothic victory and the conquest of the northern bank ofthe Danube.!© 
A widely accepted emendation of an inscription on his fort at Cius indicates 
that Valens boasted his successes [in solo barb]arico already after his first, lack- 
luster year against the Goths.! His decision to fight in Gothia was thus, at 
leastin part, conditioned by an assumption, common among fourth-century 
emperors, that campaigns in barbarico were an indispensable tool of foreign 


policy. 

The desire to extend Roman might beyond the frontiers also led Valen- 
tinian to undertake the construction offorts, bridgeheads, and fortified land- 
ing places in barbarian territory.!9" Using these to secure crossings, Valentinian 
built temporary bridges across both Rhine and Danube, winning accolades 
from the orator Symmachus.'® A recently excavated bridge in the Rhine delta 
has also been dated to Valentinian's reign using dendrochronology.'® Fol- 
lowing earlier panegyrists, Symmachus lauded such operations as evidence 
that Valentinian was indeed reclaiming what he regarded as Roman terri- 
tory in “Alamannia.”!7° Although there was never any intention of reintro- 
ducing provincial control over the formerly Roman Agri Decumates, the em- 
pire demanded the assertion of boundless rule, and Valentinian, like other 
emperors, attempted to oblige with these toeholds across the river.!7! The 


165. Aus. XIII Epig. 3.8-10 (a. 368): “nec Rhenum Gallis limitis esse loco. / quod si lege 
maris refluus mihi curreret amnis / huc possem victos inde referre Gothos." Cf. Aus. XIII 
Epig. 4.6-8; XVI Mos. ll. 423-24: "hostibus exactis Nicrum super et Lupodunum / et fontem 
Latiis ignotum annalibus Histri." 

166. Alfred von Domaszewski's emendation of CIL 3.6159 = 7494, correcting Mommsen's 
"in fidem recepto rege Athan]arico." The emendation is printed at /LS 770 (addenda); Fiebiger 
and Schmidt 1917, 167; Nagl, "Val.," 2110; Chastagnol 1987, 261. The epitomators writing for 
Valens also portrayed translimitanean successes as crucial achievements of good leaders, Fes- 
tus 6 (“ultra Rhenum"); 8 (“in solo barbariae"); 14 (“supra ripas Tigridis"); 17 (“trans Eu- 
phraten"); Eutr. 6.17 (“trans Rhenum"); 24 (“supra Tigridem”); 7.9 (“longe ultra Rhenum"); 
8.2 (“trans Rhenum... trans Danubium"). 

167. The remains of three fortified landing places on or near the Rhine (Breisach, 
Mannheim-Nekarau, and Engers) and one on the Danube (Szob) have been firmly connected 
with Valentinian and many others are thought to be Valentinianic, Soproni 1978, 185-87; Hóck- 
mann 1986, 399-406; Sangmeister 1993, 150-51. The bridgehead at “Nemetes” attested at 
Symm. Or. 2.28 has not been identified. 

168. AM 20.10.2; Symm. Or. 2.4, 23, 26, 3.9, with Pabst 1989, 158 n. 44. The passage at 
Or. 3.9 seems to imply a more permanent structure, but no other evidence, literary or archae- 
ological, exists for a stone or wood bridge built by Valentinian on the Rhine. 

169. Goudswaard 1995. 

170. Symm. Or. 2.4, 12-16: “turpiter amissa revocastis, neclegenter facta corrigitis. In eam 
condicionem venit Alamannia, ut quae sua conpellebatur amittere, fateretur se nostra tenuisse"; 
28, 30; cf. Aus. XVI Mos. ll. 420-27 and Chauvot 1998, 177-89. This rhetoric of expansion was 
typical of the late empire and especially the fourth century; cf. Asche 1983, 96-111; Straub 
1986; Pabst 1989, 338-55; Mann 1979, 176—79. 

171. Asche 1983, 29-47. On translimitanean installations, see Brennan 1980; Austin and 
Rankov 1995, 26-27, 33. 
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barbarians, of course, perceived things differently. On both the Rhine and 
Danube frontiers, barbarian ambassadors were sent to protest Valentinian's 
violation of earlier treaty terms with his new installations in their territory. 
On the Rhine, Valentinian's dux Arator disregarded Alamannic complaints 
in 369 and was eventually slaughtered with his men in a raid, provoking a Ro- 
man invasion the following year.!? On the Danube, early concessions made 
by the magister militum Aequitius were contravened after Valentinian sent the 
hard-line dux Marcellinus to continue the construction of forts across the 
river. When Gabinius, king of the Quadi, came to protest, Marcellianus had 
him murdered and thus provoked a barbarian invasion of Illyricum. ? 

Here again, Valentinian's policies were typical of post-tetrarchic ruler- 
ship. Constantine constructed Rhine and Danube bridges to allow the *op- 
portunity of crossing into enemy territory [in hosticum] as often as you 
wish.”!”4 His son Constantius II openly boasted of his *close-jointed bridge” 
over the Danube, which allowed him to invade Sarmatia successfully.!” Ju- 
lian built a Rhine bridge at Moguntiacum (Mainz) following his victory at 
Strasbourg, not to forestall an invasion of the Alamanni—who had already 
been subdued—but to pursue his advantage.! 7? Similarly, the tetrarchs Dio- 
cletian and Maximian had gained great prestige through their heralded 
“extensions” of the Roman limes.!7’ Valens, too, may have hoped to regain 
the trans-Danubian foothold that Constantine had established at Sucidava 
and Daphne and thus to carry through his brother's policy of securing ac- 
cess into barbaricum with trans-Danubian bridgeheads and landing sites.! 7? 
Then, too, during the course of his Gothic war, he twice spanned the 
Danube with temporary bridges like those that won praise for Valentinian 
from Symmachus. 

Finally, Valentinian was extremely interested in capturing barbarian lead- 
ers and manipulating the power structure in barbarian tribes. He had a burn- 
ing passion to capture the Alamannic king Macrianus. When a Rhine cross- 


172. AM 28.2.5-9. 

173. AM 29.6.1-16; cf. 30.6.2; Zos. 4.16.4—5, with Paschoud 2.2: 364 n. 135. Valentinian 
did not investigate the murder of Gabinius, indicating that he regarded it as justified or at least 
beneficial, AM 30.5.3; cf. Pitts 1989, 52-53. 

174. Pan. Lat. 6 [7].13.1—5 at 1, "facultatem, quotiens velis, in hosticum transeundi"; cf. 
Asche 1983, 37-39. For the bridge between Colonia (Cologne) and Divitia (Deutz), built ca. 
312/15, see Petrikovits 1972, 182-83; Nixon and Rodgers 1994, 235 n. 56; cf. Carroll-Spillecke 
1993. For the Danube bridge, see p. 121. 

175. AM 17.19.28. 

176. AM 17.1.2. See SHA Prob. 13.5-15.7 for praise of similar policies under Probus. 

177. Pan. Lat. 10 [2].7.5-7, 9.1-2, 11 [3].5.3. 

178. Festus and Eutropius certainly touted territorial expansion as a key element in impe- 
rial felicitas; see Festus 16, 21, 28, 30; Eutr. 7.9-11, 8.3, 5, 15, 18, 9.1-2, 17, 10.7; cf. Ratti 1996, 
108. See Asche 1983, 29-47, for more on the late Roman policy of installing toeholds across 
the borders. 
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ing for this purpose failed to achieve its aim, he contented himself with sub- 
stituting Fraomarius for Macrianus as king of the Bucinobantes.!” Similar ef- 
forts to capture the king Vithicabius were also thwarted, so Valentinian had 
the prince killed by a retainer.!?? Here, too, Valentinian was following his im- 
perial predecessors. Maximian touted his installation of Gennobaudes over 
the Franks, and Constantius I could boast the capture of an Alamannic rex.!?! 
Early in his reign, Constantine made much of his capture of the reges Ascar- 
ius and Merogaisus,!®? and his son Constantius II was extremely proud of his 
role in manipulating the Sarmatian kingship.!?? Julian achieved a double coup 
by capturing the Alamannic rex Chnodomarius in battle and later taking Vado- 
marius alive at a banquet arranged for the purpose.!?* Ammianus argues that 
Valentinian's own obsession with the capture of Macrianus was prompted by 
his desire to emulate Julian's achievement. Valens probably harbored similar 
designs against Athanaric, and these were no doubt involved in his ongoing 
pursuit of the leader for three long years of less than stellar campaigning.!®° 

Ultimately, these policies were natural reactions to the border tensions that 
had been mounting since the late second century.!®® Yet we need not pre- 
sume, as did most Romans, that they were always effective or even necessary 
responses to strategically threatening events. On the contrary, the aggressive 
frontier policies of fourth-century rulers were sometimes deliberately an- 
tagonistic and often—as with Valentinian’s fortification policy—escalated the 
tensions they were supposed to extinguish. Where more evidence exists for 
the dynamics of sustained military operations against tribal peoples, it indi- 
cates that the effects are the creation or strengthening of powerful tribal con- 
federations and the increase in the capacity and desire for war among the 


179. AM 29.4.2-7; cf. 30.7.11. Symm. Or. 2.1 praises Valentinian's control of foreign kings. 

180. AM 27.10.3-4; cf. 30.7.7. 

181. Pan. Lat. 10 [2].10.3-5, with Nixon and Rodgers 1994, 68 n. 35; 8 [5].2.1. Klose 1934, 
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182. Pan. Lat. 4 [10].16.5—6, 6 [7].10.2, 11.5-6, esp., “compendium est devincendorum 
hostium duces sustulisse"; cf. 6 [7].4.27, 7 [6].12.1, with Nixon and Rodgers 1994, 233-35. 

183. AM 17.12.20, 13.30; Aur. Vict. Caes. 42.21, with Nixon 1991, 122-23. 

184. On Chnodomarius, see Ep. ad Ath. 279c-d; AM 16.12.60-61; Epit. 42.14; Eutr. 10.14. 
On Vadomarius, see AM 21.4.1-6; Zos. 3.4.2, 7.6; Aur. Vict. Caes. 42.17; cf. Nixon 1991, 120-21. 
Late Roman historians regularly emphasize the importance of domination over foreign kings 
as an achievement of leadership; see Aur. Vict. Caes. 2.3—4, 39.35, 42-21-22; SHA Hadr. 12.7; 
Ant. Pius 9.6-8; Aurel. 22.2, 33.3; Epit. 2.8, 9.13, 14.10, 42.14. 

185. The capture or imposition of barbarian kings was certainly emphasized by Valens's 
epitomators; see Festus 14, 16, 18, 20, 24, 25; Eutr. 3.13, 23; 4.1, 2, 3, 8, 14, 22, 27, 6.16, 8.3, 
9.27, 10.9, 14. 

186. Indeed, barbarian society was every bit as aggressive as Roman society, although far 
less organized. See Elton 1996b, 45-57. On the role of aggression and terror in the strategy of 
the principate, see Mattern 1999, 109-22. 


VALENS'S FIRST GOTHIC WAR I47 


tribal peoples.!®” Thus, while the initial shock value of Roman war efforts 
must have brought temporary relief from barbarian counterattacks, the over- 
all impact was an escalation of the problem. 

Valens's motivations for undertaking his first Gothic war were thus com- 
plex and probably involved elements that had very little to do with military 
necessity or strategic advantage. Both he and his brother, who had, after all, 
ordered the campaign in the first place, were interested in the acquisition 
of military glory as a way to satisfy the expectations of their subjects and to 
shore up their newly established claim to the throne. Both were also quite 
convinced that all barbarians posed an omnipresent threat that had to be 
regularly beaten back in open combat. Both assumed that such combat was 
most effective when undertaken inside barbarian territory, that barbarian 
cooperation could best be ensured through permanent encroachment on 
barbarian soil, and that barbarian leaders could be effectively controlled 
through capture or annihilation. Whether these assumptions were correct 
and these measures effective is difficult to say. That they affected the foreign 
policy decisions of both Valentinian and Valens is certain. 


DYNASTIC SHIFTS AND ROMAN PROVOCATION 


As noted, Constantine's 332 treaty apparently required the Goths to supply 
auxiliary forces to fight for the Romans. We have good evidence that these 
were indeed employed in numerous expeditions down to 365. Even so, each 
use of the Gothic auxiliaries may have involved negotiating individual agree- 
ments,'*? and each could thus occasion the assertion that the Romans were 
coercing their otherwise rebellious neighbors into redirecting their martial 
passions for Rome's benefit. Thus, when Constantius II drew on the Goths 
for reinforcements against the Persians in 348, Libanius pleaded astonish- 
ment that the emperor had been able to recruit Gothic manpower in light 
of earlier Gothic intransigence.'?? So, too, in the winter of 359/60, when Con- 
stantius again called up Gothic auxiliaries, Libanius claimed in a letter to 
the incoming governor of Euphratensis—who had recently been with Con- 
stantius on the Danube—that "the emperor leveled the impudence of the 
Goths by brandishing his weapons.”!” 


187. Whitehead 1992; Abler 1992. For evidence of an increase in militarization among peo- 
ples along Roman borders, see Headeager 1987, 132-33, 138-39; Kazanski 1991a. 

188. E.g., AM 20.8.1: in the winter of 359/60, Constantius requested Gothic auxiliaries 
mercede vel gratia; cf. 26.10.3, where Marcellus thought he could win over the Gothic auxiliaries 
sent to Procopius parva mercede. See Heather 1991, 110. 

189. Lib. Or. 59.89-93. 

190. Lib. Ep. 125 (359/60): ov (the Danube) Baoıevs Ta órÀa. deikas éorópece rò bpovnua 
Tdv SkvOdv. I take Libanius to refer to the Goths rather than the Sarmatians, contra Seeck, 
Briefe, 244. 
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Much has been made of the first incident by those who wish to see in Liba- 
nius’s reference an allusion to a Gothic upheaval in 347. After all, Libanius 
does mention “earlier raids" (mporepas karaöpouads) by the Goths, and this 
could be taken as a reference to recent troubles.!?! Ultimately, however, Liba- 
nius's language is quite vague and hardly seems applicable to a specific in- 
cident in a specific year. Indeed, Libanius states openly in the same passage 
that Constantius's skill in negotiation compelled the Goths to follow him as 
allies without open resistance. The implication that Constantius somehow 
worsted the Goths thus betrays more about triumphal rhetoric than about 
any real Gothic threat: the orator could only admit that an emperor turned 
to the Goths for military aid if he could somehow portray Gothic coopera- 
tion as a response to Roman coercion.!?? This assumption is confirmed by 
the second incident Libanius mentions, that of 359/60, which has not been 
mentioned in previous scholarship. Ammianus, who informs us that Con- 
stantius drew on the Goths at precisely this time, says nothing of the need 
to quell a Gothic upheaval.!?? Libanius's reference here, like that in 348, is 
rather a rhetorical flourish. Once this is understood, we must admit that there 
is almost no evidence of Gothic resistance to Constantine's 332 treaty be- 
fore the 360s. 

On the contrary, we have numerous indications that the Goths were re- 
markably consistent in their compliance with Roman requests for auxiliaries 
after 332. Because all sources are sparse before the beginning of Ammianus’s 
narrative in 353, the only confirmation that Gothic troops were used prior 
to this year is Libanius's speech of late 348. This makes clear that the Goths 
sent a force to fight on the Persian frontier in this year.!”* With the begin- 
ning of Ammianus, however, we learn of several more Gothic auxiliary forces 
under Roman command. In 358, Constantius used a force of Taifali, a people 
of Wallachia allied to the Goths, in his attacks against the Quado-Sarmatian 
Amicenses and Picenses.!%° Again in the winter of 359/60, as noted, Constan- 
tius called up auxilia Scytharum as he prepared to move east to confront Sha- 


191. Thompson 1956, 379-81; 1966, 13-24; Wolfram 1975, 7-8; 1988, 63; Wheeler 1998, 
91; cf. Heather 1991, 115; Heather and Matthews 1991, 19. 

192. Or. 59.90. The passage also claims that this was the first time that Gothic allies had 
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meier 1987, 98-99; Lippold 1992b, 389. 

193. AM 20.8.1. 
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[3].17.1 (a. 291); cf. Wolfram 1988, 57-58. 
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pur.?? When Julian assumed sole rule and marched east to conquer Persia 
in 363, he, too, brought Gothic auxiliaries, as both Zosimus and Ammianus 
attest./9” Far from chaffing under the terms of their treaty, then, the Goths 
seem willingly to have complied with it. 

Strangely enough, only a few lines before reporting that Julian brought 
Gothic auxiliaries into Persia, Ammianus says that the emperor turned down 
the barbarian embassies that offered him reinforcements. Libanius seconds 
this with specific reference to the Goths: “our emperor did not think it proper 
to call upon the Goths for assistance.”!°8 The discrepancy is disturbing, but 
might be resolved if we assume that the Goths who accompanied Julian in 
363 were already considered part of the eastern army when Julian turned 
down barbarian offers of aid. Constantius's final mobilization of the Goths 
had come in 361, when he solicited auxiliaries to help him confront the rebel 
Julian on his eastward march.!” Once Constantius had died, the Goths sent 
an embassy to Julian “quibbling over their sworn obligations.” Peter 
Heather has taken this sentence as evidence of a more general and ongoing 
Gothic discomfort with the 332 treaty. More likely, however, the reference 
is quite specific to the incident just mentioned: the Goths had been caught 
in a double bind, wherein compliance with the treaty in support of one ri- 
val led to condemnation by another.??! The same situation arose in the 320s 
when Gothic support for Licinius eventually brought on attacks by his rival 
Constantine.?” Although they could argue in 361 that they had fulfilled their 
sworn obligations, Julian took their support of Constantius as an act of war. 
As such, he may have felt justified in retaining the auxilia they sent as cap- 
tured enemies in his forces, precisely as Valens would do after the death of 
Procopius. This would explain the contradiction between Julian's stated re- 


196. AM 20.8.1. 

197. AM 23.2.7: "cum exercitu et Scytharum auxiliis"; Zos. 3.25.6, with Paschoud 2.1: 178 
n. 71. Shahid 198 4a, 116 n. 38, suggests that the “Khazars” mentioned by Tabari 840 (p. 59 
Bosworth) as being among Julian's auxiliaries were in fact these Goths. 

198. AM 23.2.1-2; Lib. Or. 18.169. 

199. Lib. Or. 12.62: maperadeito de rò KeXrucóv, Erıveito de TO ZikvÜwcóv. As the passage 
reveals, Constantius also demanded that the German tribes along the Rhine join the resistance 
against Julian; cf. Julian. Ep. ad Ath. 286a-c, 287c; AM 21.3.4-5, 4.6; Lib. Or. 13.35, 18.107; 
Pan. Lat. 3 [11].6.1; cf. Nixon and Rodgers 1994, 401-2 n. 38. 
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201. Heather 1991, 115-17. Heather's reading results in part from an overinterpretation 
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their treaty," he contends (ibid., 116; cf. Heather and Matthews 1991, 20-21), but this is not 
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arguing that they had only done what they were bound by oath to do. Norman 1969-77, 1: 74 
n. b, recognizes in Or. 12.78 the reference back to Or. 12.62, which Heather overlooks. 

202. See p. 121. Elton 1996b, 228-29, and Shaw 1999, 150, show that emperors and 
usurpers regularly called up barbarian auxiliaries in civil wars. 
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fusal to draft Goths and his obvious use of them in Persia. The Goths had 
upheld their treaty obligations, but they had been stung for it. 

As noted, Julian did not take the Gothic aid sent to Constantius lightly.??* 
Before he departed from Constantinople for the Persian frontier, his troops 
called on him to attack the Goths as enemies both near to hand and "often 
deceptive and treacherous." Julian declined, saying that he sought better foes 
and was willing to leave the Goths to Galatian slave traders.??* Even so, he 
dismissed the Gothic ambassadors with threats of a coming assault, and Liba- 
nius later confirms that he anticipated a Gothic campaign at some point in 
the future.?5 The fact that he did not feel obliged to undertake such a ma- 
neuver while still in Thrace, however, indicates that he felt the Goths posed 
no real threat in 362. Thus, when Eunapius writes that in a letter Julian pre- 
dicted a major Gothic uprising—surely a reference to Adrianople—this no 
doubt represents Eunapius's own prophetia ex eventu.?°° Had Julian felt the 
Goths constituted an immediate problem, he would have dealt with them 
before heading east. 

After Julian's death, when the Goths encountered the new and highly con- 
frontational Valentinianic dynasty, Romano-Gothic relations continued to de- 
teriorate. Valentinian was, as we have seen, not inclined to favor non-Roman 
peoples, and his magister officiorum Ursacius, with whom the Goths would have 
dealt in 364, was apparently cut from the same cloth. Within months of his 
arrivalin the west, Ursacius provoked the Alamanni to invade Gaul by insulting 
their ambassadors and sending them away with drastically reduced tribute.?? 
For his part, Valentinian prided himself on his intransigence toward barbar- 
ian requests for such payments. Symmachus raved that his emperor was at 
once iron-fisted and tight-fisted: 


Kingdoms bow down to you rather than being bought off, and the fates ofyour 
cities are not weighed out for sale. Thus you enter all regions as if you were re- 
turning to your own. We are not driven out by the force of iron nor cheated 
for the price of gold or bronze. The same fear checks the enemy's greed and 
restrains their impudence; once their trust in confrontation is removed, there 
is no room left for them to bargain.?9? 


203. He certainly used Constantius's missives requesting barbarian aid for their propaganda 
value, Lib. Or. 18.113; Julian. Ep. ad Ath. 286a-c. 

204. AM 22.7.8. On Galatian slave traders, cf. Aug. Ep. 10*.7.2. 

205. Lib. Or. 12.78, 17.30. 

206. Eunap. Hist. fr. 27.1 (Blockley); cf. Wolfram 1988, 64. 

207. AM 20.5.7; cf. 27.1.1. Valentinian arrived at Milan in October 364 (Seeck, Regesten, 
218). AM 27.1.1 implies that the Alamanni had already revolted by Jan. 1, 365; cf. Tomlin 
1973, 149-51. On the MOff. as the primary liaison with foreign ambassadors, see Lee 1993, 
40-48. 
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This same attitude was apparently also ingrained in Valens. We must never 
forget that he, too, insisted that tribute to the Goths be cut off entirely af- 
ter 369. 

Despite the fact that tribute was a highly cost-effective and indeed socio- 
logically sound means of maintaining peace with barbarians,?? it did not 
square with the mentality of fourth-century military rulers. These boasted 
when they avoided paying and only ever paid in silent discomfort. Their blan- 
ket abnegation of such subventions as a legitimate policy tool makes the 
fourth-century rhetoric on the subject extremely difficult to evaluate, but it 
is quite clear that in times of strength, the imperial leadership preferred not 
to buy peace.?!° If Valentinian and Ursacius applied this policy in their first 
encounters with the Goths in 364—as they would with the Alamanni in 365— 
they would have compromised an already delicate relationship. 

The trouble provoked by such intransigence and by the affront already 
offered under Julian in 362 would have gone a long way toward inciting the 
rumblings among the Goths that commenced in 365. We have already seen 
that in the summer of that year, Valens's learned that the Goths were con- 
spiring to attack Thrace. Given that the emperor sent only a limited force of 
comitatensian units to respond to this threat, he cannot have expected a ma- 
jor incursion, but the notice gives certain proof that the Goths were agi- 
tated.?!! It is thus little wonder that they chose to support Procopius in his 
bid to unseat Valens when the chance arose. Even here, however, this was not 
necessarily an aggressive move. In his letter to the Goths, Procopius empha- 
sized the same claim to the Constantinian legacy that had proved so effec- 
tive in mustering support in years past. Constantine, it must be remembered, 
had established firm ties with the Goths in 332. By dint of his relationship to 
the Constantinian house, Procopius had a legitimate right to Gothic troops 
under Constantine's treaty.”!? Convinced by this rhetoric and still piqued by 
the harsh new order, the Goths sent 3,000 men. 

Here again, Peter Heather has questioned the motivations behind this 
support of Procopius. He argues that in fact the Goths' action betrays their 
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ongoing desire to improve the terms of the 332 treaty, in particular their 
obligation to send auxilia.?!? Not only is this nowhere stated in the sources, 
but it speaks against the abundant evidence we have just seen for Gothic co- 
operation with the 332 treaty on precisely the question of auxilia. In light of 
this cooperation, it is safer to accept the account offered in both Eunapius/ 
Zosimus and Ammianus: the Goths could justly argue that they were doing 
their duty, but they simply chose the wrong side.?!* This was not naiveté; it 
was simply a bad bet. Likewise, as both source traditions confirm, Valens's 
stated rationale for undertaking the war was not to battle down a people who 
presently posed a major threat to the empire but rather to avenge this Gothic 
affront to his imperial majesty.?!* 

Here we must remember that communication between Goths and Romans 
in the period was extremely difficult, making whatever the Goths decided a 
gamble.?!? We have already seen that Procopius was a masterful manipula- 
tor of information. There is every reason to think that he could have con- 
vinced Athanaric that his claims to the throne were both well founded and 
easily vindicated.?!7 Moreover, while Heather may be right that the Goths’ 
readiness to help Procopius was partly rooted in a desire to improve their 
situation vis-à-vis the empire, their dissatisfaction did not apparently stretch 
back before 362. It was above all the intransigent new house of Valentinian 
that Athanaric and his Tervingi resented, not the 332 treaty. The fact that 
he and his Goths responded to the crisis of 365-66 by once again uphold- 
ing their treaty obligation rather than carrying through with their planned 
attack on Thrace confirms this. Once Procopius's bid for power collapsed, 
this decision naturally seemed unwise. The Goths had wagered on the house 
of Constantine and lost. 
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Chapter 4 


Valens and the Eastern Frontier 


ROMANO-PERSIAN RELATIONS, A.D. 298-363 


Valens faced an eastern frontier that offered a confusing tangle of problems. 
Unlike the lower Danube, where Gothic hegemony confronted him with a 
single, albeit very dangerous, enemy, the eastern limits of the empire were 
home to a frustratingly complicated web of interrelated peoples, whose 
threats and demands had to be balanced one against the next. At no point 
in his reign was Valens free to let down his guard in the east, for as soon as 
problems with one group ceased, those with another arose. By investigating 
all of the conflicts that Valens faced in Persia, Armenia, Iberia, Syria, Isauria 
and Arabia, we shall see how the eastern emperor struggled to keep pace 
with unceasing demands on his military and financial resources. Before we 
begin the investigation, however, it is necessary to look briefly at the social 
and historical background of the peoples and lands on whom Valens con- 
centrated so many of his resources. 

Older textbooks would term much of the terrain with which this chapter 
deals “the fertile crescent" (see map 5).! That is to say, much of Valens's ac- 
tivity on the eastern frontier was concentrated around the territory that 
stretches in a broad arc from Palestine in the west up through Syria and north- 
ern Mesopotamia south of the Taurus Mountains and down again along the 
base of the Zagros Mountains in the east. The concave side of this "crescent" 
was roughly outlined by the 200 mm p.a. isohyet, which provided enough 
precipitation for the dry farming of cereal crops. Beyond this, to the east 
and south of the isohyet from a Roman perspective, lay desert. Rome had 
controlled the western end of this crescent since the first century B.c., while 


1. For the topography and historical geography of the region, see Oates 1968, 1—18; Frye 
1984, 1-20; Kennedy and Riley 1990, 24-46. 
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Persia remained master of the east throughout the Roman period. At the 
top of the crescent, in northern Mesopotamia, the territories of the two em- 
pires met along the natural avenue of communication between west and east. 
This bottleneck of cultivable territory at the edge of both empires became 
a bone of bloody contention from Rome's first arrival in the region until its 
departure in the wake of the Arab conquests. In this struggle for control of 
northern Mesopotamia, Rome had since the end of the third century en- 
joyed the upper hand. When Valens was born in the 330s, it controlled all 
of northern Mesopotamia up to the Greater Zab. In the year before Valens 
came to power, however, much of this territory had been ceded, and with it 
Rome's position of dominance on its eastern frontier. 

Among the major subjects of conflict between Rome and Persia were the 
territories of Armenia and Iberia, in the rugged sub-Caucasus, just north of 
the Fertile Crescent. Valens's own efforts to maintain hegemony over these 
kingdoms continued a drama that had been unfolding since the first cen- 
tury B.C.? Pompey had first asserted Rome's right to crown the Armenian 
and Iberian kings in 66 B.c., and Rome continued to claim suzerainty in 
these regions into the fourth century. Even so, its claims had not gone un- 
interrupted, for they had always been disputed, first by the Parthians and 
then by the Sassanians, and these had been successful at various periods in 
imposing their own sovereigns over the kingdoms of the sub-Caucasus. Fuel 
was added to the fires of discord by the fact that both Armenia and Iberia 
were inhabited by staunchly independent peoples whose loyalty either side 
could maintain only with great effort. 

Armenia had been ruled since the first century A.D.—with some inter- 
ruptions—by a monarchical dynasty of Parthian descent called the Arsacids. 
Arsacid domination was, however, hardly monolithic. Rather, the Armenian 
throne was locked in a constant struggle to impose its sovereignty on a se- 
ries of over one hundred powerful territorial princes with origins predating 
the imposition of central rule. These princes, designated nakharars in Ar- 
menian, claimed autonomy in their own regions, which they ruled as the 
hereditary heads of nobiliar households.? Because they regarded themselves 
as virtual equals to the Arsacid kings, their loyalty to the throne was always 
contingent and always depended heavily on the furtherance of their own in- 
terests. Thus, in exchange for cooperation, the Arsacids ceded to the most 
powerful nakharars control of a wide array of political and military fiefs: the 
Mamikonean family, for example, dominated the position of commander in 


2. On Romano-Armenian relations in the first three centuries, see Chaumont 1969; 1976; 
Redgate 1998, 65-113. On Romano-Iberian relations, see Braund 1994. 

3. On nakharars, see Toumanoff 1963, 112-41, 192-252; Adontz 1970, passim, esp. 
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chief (sparapet),* the Bagratuni the positions of royal coronant and com- 
mander of the cavalry (t’agakap and aspet), and the Arkruni that of grand 
chamberlain (mardpet). Even despite these concessions, indeed, partly because 
ofthem, the nakharars guarded their independence fiercely and often broke 
into open rebellion against their Arsacid rulers.? The Arsacids were thus un- 
der constant compulsion to renegotiate —through force and diplomacy— 
dominion over their feudal princes. 

Because of the inherent weakness of their authority, the Arsacids often 
turned to the Roman state to help realign nakhararloyalties. Yet the Arsacid 
kings were themselves willing to grant the empire only limited influence, mak- 
ing their own loyalty to Rome yet another variable in the complex equation 
of Romano-Armenian relations. Arsacid kings refused to travel in Roman 
territory without military escorts and reserved the right to decide whether 
or not to support Roman military endeavors.? Politically, Arsacid coopera- 
tion was contingent upon enticements and sometimes even threats: the re- 
tention of royal hostages, the concession of privileges, the payment of trib- 
ute, and even the diplomatic exchange of women. In 358, for example, 
Constantius II offered Olympias, the daughter of a former praetorian pre- 
fect, to Arshak II of Armenia in marriage; two years later, still hoping to re- 
tain Arshak's friendship, Constantius summoned the king to Edessa to offer 
him generous gifts and an exemption from tribute in exchange for a promise 
of loyalty during Constantius's planned expedition in Mesopotamia that 
year.’ Only with such cozening could the Arsacids be won over, for their loy- 
alty was contingent and needed always to be maintained at a price. 

Such precautions were essential in a world where the Persian shahanshah 
constantly lobbied the Armenian kings and nakharars with threats and en- 
ticements of his own.? The Persians regarded Armenia as part of their an- 
cestral territories; indeed, they considered the Armenian throne, which was 
after all held by a Median dynasty, second in importance only to that of Iran.? 
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This comes as no surprise, given that, in terms of culture, politics, and so- 
cial structures, Armenia had much more in common with Persia than with 
Rome.? It is, therefore, also natural that Armenia often shifted its allegiance 
to its southern neighbor. In the thirty years prior to Valens's reign, Armen- 
ian kings are known to have allied themselves with the Sassanians temporarily 
in 312, 337, and again in the late 350s.!! And rebellious nakharars shifted 
their allegiance to Persia with equal regularity. Armenia was thus constantly 
in flux from the Roman perspective —indeed, from the Sassanian as well. Its 
allegiance could never be taken for granted. 

Even despite these interruptions, it is fair to say that Rome largely suc- 
ceeded in commanding Armenian loyalty against the Sassanians through the 
first two-thirds of the fourth century. As we shall see, much of this stemmed 
from areassertion of Roman military supremacy in the region in the last years 
of the third century. Rome's success in retaining Armenian loyalty also 
stemmed at least in part from its greater willingness to grant the Arsacids a 
freer rein than the Sassanians had allowed when they controlled Armenia 
in the second half of the third century. Precisely because Armenia was so 
close to Iranian society culturally and to the Iranian heartland geographi- 
cally, the Sassanians always expected greater power inside Armenia when they 
gained the upper hand there. For this reason, Armenia and its kings knew 
well that they needed to maintain political distance from Iran by cultivating 
their alliance with Rome. After the conversion of Rome's empire to Chris- 
tianity, this meant the conversion of the Armenian monarchy as well. In 314, 
the Armenian king Trdat (probably IV) the Great (ca. 298-ca. 330) con- 
verted from Armenian Zoroastrianism to Christianity and began the slow and 
painful process of converting his kingdom.!? This he did in alliance with Ar- 
menia's first patriarch, Grigor Lusaworic' (Gregory the Illuminator), who had 
been raised as an exile in Cappadocian Caesarea and baptized a Christian. 
As with all offices in Armenia, that of patriarch promptly became hereditary, 
and their hold on religious authority, and the wealth and territory that went 
with it, gave Grigor's family, the Gregorids, a great deal of influence. It also 
brought them into frequent conflict with the throne and the nakharars over 
both social and political issues.!? Christianity thus introduced yet another 
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complication into the formula of Romano-Armenian relations. In all, how- 
ever, Rome managed to take advantage of this religious common ground to 
strengthen its grip on this proud kingdom.!* 

Iberia sat directly north of Armenia and was thus frequently at logger- 
heads with its neighbor over the border territory between the two kingdoms 
along the river Cyrus (Kur). Iberia was perhaps closer to Rome culturally 
than Armenia, although there was also much about it that was Persian. 
Even so, Iberia differed from Armenia in that its monarchs succeeded in 
establishing firmer control over the nobles within their more circumscribed 
domains.!9 As in Armenia, the Persians vied with Rome for authority over 
the Iberian throne, and in the late third century, they successfully asserted 
their claim by crowning a Persian dynast named Mirian III." Mirian, founder 
of the Mihranid dynasty, which ruled Iberia into the sixth century, main- 
tained a tight hold on his kingdom down to his death in 361. Nevertheless, 
although he had been a Persian appointee, after 299, Rome established 
suzerainty over his kingdom, which would last through Valens's reign.!? It 
was during this period of Roman control that Mirian also converted him- 
self and his kingdom to Christianity. Indeed, the strongest cultural bond 
cementing Romano-Iberian relations in the fourth century was, as with Ar- 
menia, Christianity.!? 

Thus Iberia and especially Armenia were not faithfully obedient subjects 
but powerfully independent friends. They were not fixed points in the geom- 
etry of Rome's eastern frontier but variables in the calculus of Roman for- 
eign policy. As we shall see, this complicated Valens's relations with both king- 
doms, and particularly Armenia, even in periods when Persia had backed 
away from conflict. 

While Iberia and Armenia posed problems for Rome, Persia posed a 
definite threat. Much of the tension between Persia and Rome in Valens's 
day stemmed from disputes over the control of northern Mesopotamia. In 
two wars between 195 and 199, Septimius Severus had extended Roman au- 
thority deep into the Parthian-controlled territories of northern Mesopo- 
tamia, which he formed into the Roman provinces of Osrhoene and Meso- 
potamia.?? Within two decades of Severus's death, however, the Parthians 
had succumbed to a new south Persian dynasty, the Sassanians, and these 
quickly set about retaking Severus's gains. Unlike the Parthians, the Sassani- 
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ans succeeded in breaking the power of Persia’s own formidable landed aris- 
tocracy to form a centralized and highly organized political machine.?! Much 
ofthe newfound vigor they injected into the Persian state was channeled into 
conquest, particularly the recapture of northern Mesopotamia. Major vic- 
tories over the Romans enabled Shapur I (r. 240—72), the second Sassanian 
dynast, to reconquer most of northern Mesopotamia and, after 244, to re- 
gain suzerainty over the kingdoms of Armenia and Iberia.?? 

Third-century Rome faltered in the face of this formidable enemy and 
only began to regain its balance in the 270s. This process culminated in 298, 
when Diocletian's Caesar, Galerius, crushed the forces of the shahanshah 
Narses (r. 293-303) and captured his royal harem.?? Narses was forced to 
settle an agreement in 299 under which he turned over control of the re- 
maining territories that Shapur had wrested from Rome.?* Thus the treaty 
of 299 reextended Rome's territorial claims on its eastern frontier up to the 
Tigris, reasserted Roman suzerainty over Armenia and Iberia,” and limited 
commercial exchange between Rome and Persia to the city of Nisibis (Nusay- 
bin).?? New to the 299 agreement was the provision that Rome would also 
gain direct suzerainty over five Armenian satrapies that lay north and east 
of the Tigris—Ingilene, Sophene, Arzanene, Corduene, and Zabdicene (see 
map 4). 

These south Armenian principalities, separated from the Armenian mid- 
lands by the Taurus,” had always enjoyed even greater independence vis-ä- 
vis the Armenian throne than the nakharar territories to their north. They 
were inhabited by a multi-ethnic agglomeration of Syrian and Armenian peo- 
ples and were ruled by hereditary satraps, who had frequently claimed total 
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26. Lieu 1986, 491-95; Rugullis 1992, 105-15; and Lee 1993, 62-64 argue that this last 
measure may have been designed to limit cross-border espionage. 

27. For the locations and history of these territories, see Dillemann 1962, 110-12, 116-26; 
v-vi, with Hewsen 1992, 153-62, 168-76. 

28. AM 18.9.2. 
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independence from the Arsacids in preceding centuries.” Indeed, the Ar- 
sacids had granted two of the satraps in question—those of Arzanene and 
Corduene —the further distinction of recognition as viceroys (Latin vitaxa; 
Armenian bdeashkh) of the Arabian and Syrian marches.? These two marches 
controlled access over the Taurus into the Armenian heartland and as such 
constituted the most strategically important territories in the region. By claim- 
ing direct suzerainty over these and the three remaining trans-Tigritane 
satrapies in 299, Rome gained a footing beyond the Tigris in what were now 
a whole series of tiny client kingdoms.*! Indeed, from 299 on, the satrapies 
were, like client kingdoms, free from taxes but expected—if not legally 
obliged—to supply troops for Roman armies, fortifications to protect Roman 
frontiers,? and crown gold for Roman coffers.*? The 299 treaty was thus a 
major coup for Rome, not just reclaiming the Severan frontier up to the Tigris 
but also extending Roman control over client territories situated beyond it. 

Just as Rome's gains were great, Persia's loss was devastating, so much so 
that the Sassanians never accepted the treaty. Not until the 330s, however, 
was Narses's grandson, Shapur II, in a position to reassert Persian power in 
the region. Between 337 and 350, Shapur agitated for control of the Ar- 
menian throne, thrice laid siege to Nisibis, defeated a massive Roman army 
near Singara and captured that stronghold. In the seven years that followed, 
tensions subsided, because both Shapur and Constantius II were occupied 
with wars elsewhere in their empires, but in 357, Shapur was again de- 
manding the return ofthe territories lost by Narses. Having failed to achieve 
his aim through diplomacy, the shahanshah once again undertook strikes 
into upper Mesopotamia in 359-60, during which he destroyed the Roman 


29. Roman and Greek sources refer to these territories as gentes or €6vy, and to their lead- 
ers as satrapae; cf. Festus 14; Eutr. 8.3; Zos. 3.31.1; AM 18.9.2; CTh 12.13.6; CJ 1.29.5; Nov. Just. 
31; Proc. Aed. 3.1.17. On the status of these satrapies, see Güterbock 1900; Toumanoff 1963, 
131-37, 170-75; Adontz 1970, 25-37; cf. Matthews 1989, 51-57. 

30. There were a total of four of these viceroys, who controlled the Arabian, Syrian, Me- 
dian, and Iberian marches (Asorestan, Aruastan, Nor Sirakan and Moskhia). R. H. Hewsen 
(1988-89; 1990-91) overturns the widely held theory, first introduced by Markwart 1901, 
165-79, that Petrus Patricius’s groupings of “Ingilene along with Sophene” and “Arzanene with 
the Corduenes and Zabdicene" (fr. 14 = FHG 4.189) correspond to the Syrian and Arabian 
Marches. 

31. AM 21.6.7 speaks of “Transtigritani reges et satrapae”; cf. Proc. Aed. 3.1.18-23. See 
Güterbock 1900, 34-39, and Toumanoff 1963, 133-35, 154-92 (but cf. also 170—71, 176), 
on the legal and political status of the satraps of these regions, who continued to cooperate 
with the Arsacids even while under Roman dominion between 298 and 363. 

32. On troops, see Güterbock 1900, 36-37. Pace Dillemann 1962, 218-20, Rome still 
claimed fifteen fortresses beyond the Tigris in 363 (cf. AM 25.7.9; Zos. 3.31.1). Archeological 
remains of at least two—at Tilli and Hiksan—have been discovered (cf. Mitford 1986; Light- 
foot 1986; Algaze 1989, 244 with figs. 12, 14, 33). These were probably garrisoned by native, 
not Roman forces. 

33. CTh 12.1.6 (a. 387). See more on crown gold at p. 289. 
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fort of Amida, again overcame Singara—since regained by the Romans— 
and captured and regarrisoned Bezabde as a Persian stronghold.?* 

A full-scale Roman response to these aggressions came only in 363, when 
Julian invaded Persia in a lightning strike down the Euphrates.” He reached 
the capital of Ctesiphon in less than a month and laid siege to it with spec- 
tacular pomp. After his efforts failed, though, Julian's plans quickly went awry, 
and his army eventually found itself marching out of Persia along the Tigris 
under constant attack from the Sassanians. On June 26°°—as we saw in the 
first chapter—the emperor fell back to help fend off an enemy raid, and was 
struck and killed in the melee. For the fifth time in Roman history, the empire 
had lost its ruler in the midst of eastern hostilities.?" With no time for cere- 
mony, the army quickly proclaimed Jovian emperor and continued its re- 
treat up the Tigris. 

Jovian’s situation grew worse as the Persians pressed his army and supplies 
dwindled to desperate levels.** Under these circumstances, Shapur sent an 
embassy led by his chief commander, Suren, to offer peace.°? Jovian had little 
choice but to accept. He sent his praetorian prefect Sallustius and the gen- 
eral Arinthaeus to Shapur’s camp, where they negotiated for four days be- 
fore finally reaching an accord. The length of their negotiations in the midst 
of such trying circumstances indicates that terms were not simply dictated 
by Shapur but were actually debated.* In fact, Shapur's bargaining position 


34. Sourcesin Dodgeon and Lieu 1991, 164-230. Analysis at Warmington 1977; Frye 1984, 
308-16; Blockley 1988; 1989; 1992, 12-24; Matthews 1989, 41-66; Portmann 1989; Seager 
1997, 253-62. 

35. Sources on Julian's Persian campaign in Dodgeon and Lieu 1991, 231—74. Analysis at 
Bowersock 1978, 106-16; Matthews 1989, 130-79; Blockley 1991, 24-30; Barnes 1998, 
162-65. The Sassanians were said by Libanius (Or. 18.305; 24.18—19) to have depicted Julian 
as a lightning bolt. 

36. On the date, see p. 14. 

37. Rome also lost Caracalla, Gordian III, Valerian, and Carus. 

38. On the dearth of supplies, see AM 25.7.7, 8.1, 15; Zos. 3.30.5, 33.1; Lib. Or. 18.278, 
280; Festus 29; Eutr. 10.17; Greg. Naz. Or. 5.12; Philostorg. 8.1; August. De civ. Dei 4.29; Pass. 
Artemii 70; Soc. 3.22.5-9; Soz. 6.3.2; Ruf. HE 11.1; Zon. 13.4; Joh. Chrys. De S. Babyla 22 (PG 
50.569). The supply problems continued when Jovian reached Antioch; cf. Theod. HE 4.4.1—2. 
On the effects of Shapur's attacks, see Eutr. 10.17; cf. Lib. Or. 18.264-67. 

39. The sources agree that Shapur initiated negotiations; cf. Festus 29; AM 25.7.5; Zos. 
3.31.1; Lib. Or. 18.277; Malalas 13.27 (p. 336); Chron. pasch., p. 553; Theod. HE 4.2.2; Ruf. HE 
11.1; Tabari 842-3 (p. 62 Bosworth). 

40. AM 25.7.7-8; cf. Malalas 13.27 (p. 336); Chron. pasch., p. 553; Lib. Or. 18.277-79. 
Blockley 1984, 30, 34, 37, argues that Jovian's legates were inexperienced negotiators and 
that the negotiations were rushed, leaving the treaty ambiguous. Lee 1993, 40-48, however, 
demonstrates that professional negotiators did not exist in the ancient world: Sallustius and 
Arinthaeus, both experienced officers, were typical and quite appropriate diplomatic liaisons. 
Moreover, as Ammianus and Libanius indicate, four days was actually quite a long time, given 
that Jovian and Shapur were camped in close proximity, eliminating the need for lengthy 
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was not ironclad: his own supplies must have been limited, since both he 
and the Romans had destroyed Persian crops and supply depots,*! and he 
had learned that a Roman reserve force of nearly 15,000 men was poised in 
Mesopotamia, putting his own men in ever greater danger as Jovian con- 
tinued north.” 

Because there were reasons for concessions on both sides, the treaty that 
emerged was a compromise: Persia came off the clear winner, but Rome did 
not lose all that it might have. Shapur’s aim in the negotiations was the same 
it had been since he initiated his attacks on the Roman frontier: he hoped 
to recover control over Mesopotamia, Armenia, and the trans-Tigritane 
satrapies ceded by his grandfather in 299.** Not surprisingly, the terms of 
the treaty—best preserved in Ammianus and Zosimus*—indicate that he 
achieved his aim only in part. As in 299, five satrapies were ceded, but not 
the same five Narses had lost. Galerius had gained Ingilene, Sophene, Arza- 
nene, Corduene, and Zabdicene, but Shapur regained only the last three, 
that is, only those east of the river Nymphius.?? Together with these, Shapur 


embassies. The treaty was indeed ambiguous, but more because it was a compromise than be- 
cause it was poorly constructed. 

41. Lib. Or. 18.222-23, 232, 250; Tabari 843 (p. 62 Bosworth). 

42. AM 25.7.2. C£. Lib. Or. 18.214; AM 23.3.5, 25.8.7, 16; Zos. 3.12.5, 4.4.2; Malalas 13.21, 
27; Soz. 6.1.2. For debate on the exact numbers of men involved, see Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 
304-8. 

43. For the treaty as a successful compromise, see Honigmann 1935, 5; Dillemann 1962, 
223-24; Wirth 1984, 364-69; Blockley 1984, 28; Isaac 1998, 442. Even so, the contemporary 
Themistius (Or. 5.66a-c [a. 364]) certainly overstates the mutual goodwill of Persians and Ro- 
mans in 363, as a later oration proves (cf. Or. 5.65a with 9.1242). For a similarly rosy picture, 
see Greg. Naz. Or. 5.15; Theod. HE 4.2.2; Malalas 13.27 (p. 336); Ruf. HE 11.1. 

44. AM 17.5.6, 25.7.9; cf. 26.4.6; Lib. Ep. 331; Zon. 13.9. Note the legal language Ammi- 
anus uses to describe Shapur's recapture of Armenia, AM 27.12.1: "iniectabat Armeniae manum 
ut eam . . . dicioni iungeret suae"; cf. 26.4.6. Manus iniectio was the civil law term for the per- 
sonal execution of a properly adjudicated debt. 

45. AM 25.7.9-14; Zos. 3.31.1—2. Various pieces of the agreement are also reported at Them. 
Or. 5.66a-c; Philostorg. 8.1; Pass. Artemii 70; August. De civ. Dei 4.29; Chronicon miscellaneum, p. 
134; Eutr. 10.17; Festus 29; Lib. Or. 1.134, 18.278, 24.9; Eunap. Hist. fr. 29.1 (Blockley) = Suid. 
I 401; Greg. Naz. Or. 5.15; Joh. Chrys. De S. Babyla 22 (PG 50.569—70); Soc. 3.22.6-7; Soz. 6.3.2; 
Theod. HE 4.2.2-3; Ruf. HE 11.1; Oros. 7.31.1; Malalas 13.27 (p. 336); Theoph. a.m 5856; 
Zon. 13.14.4-6; Jer. Chron. s.a. 363; Chron. pasch., p. 554; Tabari 843 (p. 62 Bosworth); BP 4.21; 
Agathias 4.25.7; Joh. Ant. fr. 181; Jord. Rom. 306; Josh. Styl. Chron. vii-viii. Julian's death and 
the 363 treaty may be represented in a rock relief at Taq-i Bustan; see Azarpay 1982. Previous 
bibliography on the treaty is summarized at Blockley 1984, to which add Blockley 1987 and 
Seager 1996. 

40. Ammianus makes it clear that Shapur's rhetoric of reconquest did not jibe with reality; 
cf. AM 25.7.9: "Petebat autem rex obstinatius, ut ipse aiebat, sua dudum a Maximiano erepta, ut 
docebat aulem negotium, pro redemptione nostra quinque regiones Transtigritanas." Cf. Block- 
ley 1984, 29; Dillemann 1962, 219-20. Dillemann 1962, 217-20, rightly argues that much of 
what Shapur gained de iure in 363 he had already retaken de facto; cf. Winter 1988, 176—78; 
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also obtained Moxoene and Rehimene. The latter, it seems, had been sub- 
sumed under the larger unit of Corduene in the 299 treaty.*” Although it 
has been argued that the former was similarly considered a part of the larger 
satrapy of Arzanene, it is just as likely that this territory had simply not been 
under discussion at all in the first treaty.*® There was thus a discrepancy be- 
tween the satrapies ceded in 299 and those retroceded in 363, but it did 
not, however, matter as much as the fact that the numbers matched: Narses 
had lost five trans-Tigritane satrapies in 299, and Shapur had won five back 
in $63.99 

Rome also surrendered eastern Mesopotamia, together with its key 
fortresses of Nisibis, Singara, and Castra Maurorum.’ Nevertheless, it re- 
tained control of western Mesopotamia and did not even surrender the inhab- 


1989, 558-59. In the case of these satrapies, this was as much due to the shifting loy-alties of 
their princes as to military or political successes on Shapur's part. Thus, for example, the satrap 
of Corduene Jovinianus is said to have been under Persian suzerainty in 359 (AM 18.6.20), 
but his father must have been a Roman client, because he had sent Jovinianus as a hostage 
to Syria. By 363, Ammianus (25.7.8; cf. 24.8.5) indicates that Corduene had turned back to 
Rome, and the "Passion of Mar Sabha" (Hoffmann 1880, 23) confirms this. Corduene was 
thus favorable to Rome in the 330s, to Persia in 359, and to Rome again in 363. The satrapy 
of Sophanene was equally quick to shift allegiance in 502 (cf. Proc. Aed. 3.2.1-10). Under 
such circumstances of constant flux, it is difficult to say that either Rome or Persia had firm 
control; it is at least true, however, that Rome made every effort to keep alive its claims up to 
363, as indicated at AM 19.9.2, 21.6.7, 22.7.10, 25.9.3, 12; cf. Festus 14, 25; Ephrem C/2.19- 
20, 4.15. 

47. Blockley 1984, 41 n. 19; Winter 1988, 174 n. 2; 1989, 556 n. 10. On the complex di- 
visions of the territory of Corduene (Arm., Korduk), see Hewsen 1992, 170—706. See also ibid., 
344 for, the suggestion that the elusive territory of Rehimene should be localized in the Zarva 
River valley. 

48. Zos. 3.31.1, who explicitly names only the regions that Rome relinquished—as opposed 
to those which Persia gained—omits Moxoene. This may indicate that Moxoene was never 
claimed by Rome in 299. It was, after all, some distance north and east of the Tigris (Hewsen 
1992, 168-69) and thus quite remote from Roman territory. Contrast Winter 1988, 174 n. 1; 
1989, 556 with n. 9, summarizing earlier opinions, and yet another reconstruction at Hewsen 
1990-91, 161-63. 

49. Festus 14, writing seven years after the 363 treaty, confirms that contemporary rhetoric 
emphasized the exchange of *quinque gentes trans Tigridem constitutas" as central to the 
treaties; cf. AM 25.7.9 “quinque regiones Transtigritanas." On this point, see Adontz 1970, 36; 
Blockley 1984, 31-32. Hübschmann 1904, 220 n. 3; Chaumont 1969, 123, and Winter 1988, 
174—76; 1989, 557, argue that nine territories were ceded in 299 and only the five retroceded. 
This assumes too strict a correlation between the 299 and 363 treaties and disregards the fact 
that the territorial units ceded in 299 subsumed smaller territories. This was true not only of 
Corduene (see n. 47) but of “Sophene,” which technically included Greater Sophene (or So- 
phanene), Ingilene, Anzitene, and Lesser Sophene, all of which were later treated by Rome as 
independent satrapies; see ASX v.22.ii, with Hewsen 1992, 154—55; cf. Adontz 1970, 27-35. 

50. Shapur had already made significant strides in regaining the fortresses of Upper 
Mesopotamia; see AM 20.7.1-16, with Dodgeon and Lieu 1991, 214 (Bezabde); AM 18.10.1-2 
(Busan and Reman); AM 19.6.1-2 (Ziata); cf. AM 18.6.3-5 (Amudis). 
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itants of Nisibis?! and Singara.’? Based on the placement of Rome's eastern 
frontier forts in the years that followed, it seems that an effective border was 
established, which ran north from the Euphrates along the Chabur, then just 
west of the Mygdonis over the Mons Massius (Tur Abdin) to the Tigris, and 
finally along the Nymphius (Bohtan Su) into the Taurus Mountains.” By this 
reckoning, Rome lost only half of its claims in Mesopotamia.?* 

The treaty thus created a situation wherein both powers had an equal foot- 
ing in this strategic region. Although it represented a clear gain for Persia 
and a devastating loss for Rome, relative to the 299 treaty, it remained a com- 
promise: Rome and Persia each controlled half of upper Mesopotamia and 
half of the trans-Tigritane satrapies. As such, the treaty created a parity that 
neither side could easily transgress, and perhaps for this very reason, it proved 
extremely durable. Aside from its provision on Armenia, which was modified 
in the two decades following and completely rearranged in 3806, the treaty, 
which had originally been brokered for only thirty years, determined the 
shape of the Romano-Persian frontier down to 502.5? 

Regarding Armenia, however, the situation was, as indicated, somewhat 
different. In listing the terms of the 363 agreement, Ammianus reports very 
specifically: 


51. On the preservation of the Nisibenes, see AM 25.7.11; Ephrem C 2.26; Theoph. a.m. 
5865; Zon. 13.14; Malalas 13.27 (p. 336); Chron. pasch., p. 554. Most were transferred to Amida, 
which Valens rebuilt; see Zos. 3.34.1; BP 3.10; Historia S. Ephraemi 10 col. 26; cf. Chrysos 1976, 
27 n.1. Under other circumstances, Shapur would have been happy to transfer the inhabitants 
of Nisibis to Persian territory, a fate that befell the inhabitants of the fifteen fortresses in the 
trans-Tigritane satrapies (Zos. 3.31.1; cf. Lieu 1986, 476-87, 495). 

52. Singara had been captured in 360 (AM 20.6.1-8) and its inhabitants led off into slav- 
ery. Thus, Ammianus's notice (25.7.11; cf. Zon. 13.14) that Jovian was able to rescue the in- 
habitants of Singara from Persian captivity seems puzzling. Given this explicit testimony, it is 
likely that the force Julian sent to Mesopotamia in 363 had regarrisoned the city. Ephrem CJ 
2.15 says that Julian planned to rebuild Singara (cf. AM 23.5.18), and evidence that he did so 
may be found in the Notitia dignitatum. AM 20.6.7-8 tells us that Singara was defended by the 
legio I Flavia and legio I Parthica in 360 when Shapur overcame the fortress and captured these. 
The Not. dign. or. 36.29 registers a legio I Parthica Nisibena at Constantina (Tella). Julian's 
Mesopotamian force may have reconstituted the legio I Parthica at Singara from inhabitants of 
Nisibis. Lightfoot 1988, 108-9, offers a different solution to this conundrum. On Singara, see 
Kennedy and Riley 1990, 125-31. 

53. Honigmann 1935, 3-16; Sinclair 1987-89, 3: 367; Blockley 1984, 35; 1992, 27. Cf. 
Dillemann 1962, 223-40, with fig. 31. 

54. Festus 29: “ut Nisibis et pars Mesopotamiae traderetur"; Jer. Chron. s.a. 363: *Nisibin et 
magnam Mesopotamiae partem Sapori regi tradidit"; cf. Oros. 7.31.2; Jord. Rom. $06; August. De 
ctv. Dei 4.29; Proc. Bella 1.17.25. 

55. On the thirty-year term, see Lib. Or. 24.20; AM 25.7.14; Zos. 3.31.1; Philostorg. 8.1; 
Cedrenus, p. 539. Them. Or. 5.66a-c, 69b, seems to have had some sense of the value of this 
compromise already in early 564. For the Romano-Persian wars of the fifth and sixth century, 
see Greatrex 1998. 
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To these conditions there was added another, which was destructive and im- 
pious, that after the completion of these agreements, Arsaces, our steadfast 
and useful ally, should never, if he asked for it, be given help against the Per- 
sians. This was contrived with the double purpose that a man who at the em- 
peror's order had devastated Chiliocomum might be punished and the oppor- 
tunity might be left of presently invading Armenia without opposition.59 


Ammianus’s phrasing implies that Rome surrendered only the right to defend 
Armenia's current king, Arshak 11.5” Later in his narrative, though, Ammi- 
anus implies that Rome was also forbidden to defend Arshak's son Pap and 
to impose him as Arshak's successor.?? Other sources also point to a broader 
abandonment of the Armenian throne. Zosimus indicates that the treaty sur- 
rendered “most of Armenia"; the Armenian Epic Histories confirm that Rome 
allowed Persia a free hand in the "Armenian Midlands"; Libanius claims that 
“all of Armenia" was abandoned; and the Syriac Chronicon miscellaneum speaks 
of the surrender of *the whole of Armenia together with the regions subject 
to Armenia itself.”°? Ammianus's initial testimony thus seems to be contra- 
dicted by his later statements and by our remaining sources. 

This ambiguity may not, however, be entirely Ammianus's fault. Indeed, it 
may reflect a more general ambiguity in the treaty itself and a willingness on 
the part of both Persia and Rome to reinterpret this vagueness to their own 
advantage. As Robin Seager has shown, it is difficult to reconstruct the pro- 
visions on Armenia and Iberia from what we learn about the manner in which 
the treaty was implemented in the years that immediately followed it. In this 
period, both sides were only too willing to bend the agreement to their ad- 
vantage, rendering their behavior a poor gauge of the specifics agreed upon. 
The ability of both sides to manipulate the treaty terms must, however, reflect 
a certain vagueness on the question of Armenia and Iberia to begin with.9? 

Ammianus seems right to argue first that Rome was debarred from de- 
fending the Armenian king, and later that it was forbidden to crown a suc- 
cessor. For this reason Valens was initially very hesitant to do either, expressly 
because it might violate the 363 agreement?! Yet the treaty may only have 


56. AM 25.7.12. 

57. Ithas been taken thus by Chrysos 1976, 33-35; cf. Blockley 1987, 225. 

58. AM 27.12.10, 29.1.3; cf. 27.12.15, 18. 

59. Zos. 2.31.2: Apuevias TO moÀ) uepos; Lib. Or. 24.9: Apuevia mdoa; cf. 1.134; Chroni- 
con miscellaneum, p. 194; BP 4.21: "I give you Mcbin [Nisibis] and I am withdrawing from the 
Armenian Midlands. If you are able to attack and subject them, I shall not support them." “Ar- 
menian Midlands" (Mijnasxarh Hayoc’) refers to the central region of Greater Armenia, the 
core of Arsacid power (cf. Garsoian 1989, 481). Following the German translation of M. Lauer, 
Blockley 1987, 224, and Chrysos 1976, 33, have mistranslated the phrase as “half of Armenia," 
with serious consequences for their arguments. 

60. Seager 1996, clarifying Blockley 1984, 36-38; 1987; Chrysos 1976 . 

61. AM 27.12.10, 29.1.3. 


VALENS AND THE EASTERN FRONTIER 165 


forbidden Roman interference without expressly sanctioning a Persian in- 
vasion. This would explain why Ammianus twice refers to Shapur's attacks 
on Armenia as violations of the treaty? More important, though, once he 
was militarily able to do so, Valens did occupy Armenia and impose his own 
nominee there, Arshak's son Pap.® Indeed, by 377, Valens was protesting 
that his new arrangement should stand, since Rome and Persia had agreed 
that Armenia was to be free of external interference. As we shall see, this 
new specificity represented a temporary reshaping of the 363 agreement that 
Valens had coerced out of Persia in 371. 

On Iberia, the surviving sources mention nothing of what was agreed in 
363. Themistius, however, states that Iberia sent an embassy to Constan- 
tinople in 365/66, apparently with crown gold for Procopius. This would 
seem to imply that Rome never lost its claim to suzerainty over Iberia.° Here, 
it would seem, Shapur was the first to violate the treaty by invading Iberia 
and replacing its king. Once again, a separate agreement had to be reached 
to fill the silence of the 363 treaty after Valens had reasserted Rome's claim 
to at least the western portion of this kingdom. 

The situation in Armenia and Iberia was thus ambiguous. It is certainly 
so to us and was apparently ambiguous to Valens and Shapur as well.9? Both 
exploited this ambiguity to gain as much influence over these kingdoms as 
possible, even when this meant distorting or contravening specific treaty 
terms. The maneuverings of Valens and Shapur make it difficult to recon- 
struct the treaty's terms with respect to Armenia and Iberia, but they gain 
interest from what they reveal about mutual dissatisfactions with this com- 
promise peace. 

Indeed, to contemporary Romans, far from representing an acceptable 
entente, the 363 treaty was regarded as a shameful disaster. It had denied 
Rome military superiority in upper Mesopotamia, cost it an extremely pro- 


62. AM 26.4.6, 27.12.1, 11 

63. AM 27.12.13, 29.1.2-3. Blockley 1987, 225, argues that the Roman advance up to 
Bagawan by 371 proves that the Romans were allowed to garrison Armenia up to Bagawan, ob- 
vious petitio principii. The Romans occupied the territory by force, not necessarily by right. 

64. AM 30.2.4. On the rearrangement of treaty terms in 371, see pp. 175-76. 

65. Or. 7.92a. It matters little whether the ambassadors were genuine or imposters; 
Themistius's intention is clearly to demonstrate support from the provinces and client states 
known to have been under Roman jurisdiction. Christensen 1944, 238, and Toumanoff 1963, 
150 n. 5, 360, 460-61, argue that Shapur did gain claims to Iberia in 363. Contrast Chrysos 
1976, 45-8. None noticed the reference in Themistius. 

66. On Shapur's invasion, see AM 27.12.4. On Valens's restoration, see AM 27.12.16-17. 
Cf. Braund 1994, 260. 

67. This seems to be at the heart of Shapur's statement (AM 30.2.3) that the disputes over 
the treaty could not be resolved in the absence of those who had actually struck it in 363. 

68. On the exploitation of ambiguities, see Kóhler 1925, 76—77; Blockley 1984, 36; 1987; 
1992, 34-36. 
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ductive chunk of land,? and belied Rome's core political ideology of limit- 
less power. Particularly significant was the loss of Nisibis, the "strongest bul- 
wark of the east," which had stood up to no fewer than three major Persian 
sieges in the thirty years preceding the treaty." When Jovian arrived there 
in 363 to surrender the city, his shame was patent: he refused to go within 
the walls personally, preferring to order the evacuation from a camp he estab- 
lished outside." The citizens, who protested that they would gladly defend 
their city alone, were threatened with death if they did not depart within three 
days."? Ammianus and the deacon Ephrem—a citizen of Nisibis himself— 
both vividly recalled watching Shapur's legate Bineses flying the Persian flag 
from the citadel, “so that this standard bearer would declare to the onlook- 
ers that the city was slave to the lords of that standard." Shapur would soon 
transfer 12,000 Persians to Rome's urbs inexpugnabilis in order to repopu- 
late it as a bulwark of Persian defense."* The abandonment of Nisibis pro- 
voked the violent protests against Jovian in Antioch mentioned in chapter 1 
and quickly came to be regarded as the symbolic manifestation of a shame- 
ful peace.” 

The sentiment was undoubtedly shared by Valens, who must have felt 
tremendous pressure to overturn the treaty when he occupied the eastern 
throne in 364. We shall see in what follows that this is precisely what his pro- 
pagandists advocated, and precisely what Valens attempted to do: by 370, 
his ministers were directly lobbying for a violation of the treaty; by 371, he 
had reoccupied Armenia and half of Iberia and garrisoned both with Ro- 
man troops; shortly thereafter, he and the Armenians recaptured the 
satrapies of Arzanene and Corduene; and by 377, he was preparing for a 
larger invasion of Persia. At every step, then, Valens exploited the paxof 363 
as a shelter behind which to hatch his plans. For his part, Shapur had also 
manipulated the treaty as he struggled to regain those territories that his 
grandfather had surrendered in 299 that remained in Roman hands. Later, 
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he also accused Valens of having infringed its terms. For both Valens and 
Shapur, the ink of the 363 treaty was thus never truly dry. 

Despite the ultimate longevity of this agreement, then, it was hardly re- 
garded as satisfactory in its immediate aftermath.It lasted so long not because 
it satisfied both sides, but because, as a mutual compromise, it had granted 
both sides a strong enough position that neither could gain the upper hand 
needed to overturn it. Only with time did the fragile balance of power it cre- 
ated solidify into lasting peace, and this only after the deaths of both Sha- 
pur and Valens. In the years of Valens's reign, as we shall see, this compro- 
mise seemed neither viable nor acceptable. Rather, it left Persia and Rome 
locked in a border war for almost two decades. 


VALENS'S RELATIONS WITH PERSIA, ARMENIA, AND IBERIA 


On taking the throne, Valens's first military ambition was to prevent a Persian 
attack on the eastern frontier.’° In the summer of 365, he headed east from 
Constantinople toward Antioch, whence he could have moved quickly to check 
any threat from Shapur.” Valens's resolve was apparently quite firm, given that, 
even when he learned that the Gothic Tervingi were planning a raid across 
the Danube that summer, he stopped only long enough to dispatch a pair of 
mobile units and then continued east.’® Ultimately, he never reached Anti- 
och that summer, nor indeed for the next five years. Only in 370 did Valens 
finally make good on his initial plans and devote his undivided attention to 
the eastern frontier. This long delay in what first seemed like urgent plans 
may reflect the fact that, at least in these first few years of Valens's reign, the 
eastern frontier remained more stable than some of our sources indicate.” 

Indeed, Valens's initial move toward the east was probably directed more 
at a potential than an actual threat.°® After Valens and Valentinian had di- 
vided the administrative and military machinery at Naissus and Sirmium in 
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midsummer 364, Valens returned to Constantinople, where he remained un- 
til the end of July 365.°! He probably had only vague information about Sha- 
pur’s activities on the Tigris, nevertheless had he known of urgent trouble, 
he would not have remained in Constantinople so late into the summer.? 
Moreover, even after he undertook his journey eastward, Valens halted once 
again in Cappadocia to wait out the late summer heat.5? He did not yet know, 
therefore, of problems demanding immediate attention in 365. With the re- 
volt of Procopius and the Gothic war, Valens continued to be detained west 
of the Bosporus for the next five years.?* The fact that he undertook the lat- 
ter extended and arguably unnecessary war in late summer 366 indicates that 
he had not yet heard of a serious catastrophe in the east by this time either. 

In these early years, it seems, Shapur implemented the 363 agreement 
by simply aligning his newly won territories under his rule, without neces- 
sarily invading them.” He seems to have divided the new acquisitions in up- 
per Mesopotamia between two governors (mobed) directly related to him— 
Adurad and Zamasp.? This we know from hagiographic sources, which 
report that his governors began persecuting Christians inside these former 
Roman holdings in an effort to force conformity to Persian religious cus- 
toms.*” Ammianus indicates that he also initiated efforts to win political al- 
legiance by offering enticements or employing force to garner support from 
Armenian optimates et satrapas.9? The historian's terminology here is precise, 
designating the Armenian nakharars more generally (optimates) and speci- 
fically the satraps of south Armenia, whose territories had just been ceded 
to him. The Armenian Epic Histories confirm that power was not simply trans- 
ferred in these regions but that Shapur had to win them over through guile, 
threat, and eventually violence against the resistance of their local rulers.9? 
The same source also reports, however, that the Armenian forces initially 
held the shahanshah at bay. This would seem to confirm our intimations that 
major problems had not yet been reported to Valens by 366. In the years im- 
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mediately following the treaty of 363, then, Shapur was preoccupied with 
the implementation of its provisions in Mesopotamia and the south Ar- 
menian principalities. He was not yet able to make serious attacks on Roman 
territory or even to overrun the Armenian Midlands. 

The account of events following 363 given in the Epic Histories is perhaps 
generally acceptable, but their exaggerated portrayal of Armenian victories 
over the Persians in these early years masks the more gradual progress Sha- 
pur made in gaining control ofindividual nakharars and satraps. Some of these 
even included princes beyond the territories to which he had legal claims. 
Thus he was especially fortunate to win the early defection of Meruzan Ar- 
kruni, the lord of Sophene, which technically remained under Roman 
suzerainty by the terms of the 363 treaty. With this defection, it seems, Sha- 
pur obtained the toehold he needed to begin laying waste to Rome's re- 
maining client satrapies. Probably in 367, while Valens was busy with his first 
Gothic war and King Arshak stood guard against a Persian assault on Arme- 
nia's southeastern border, Shapur launched a devastating attack on the west- 
ern flank of Armenia. He penetrated as far north as Ani (Kemah) in Akilisene, 
opposite Roman Satala (Kelkit) along the Euphrates. This fortress he plun- 
dered, capturing among other treasures the bones of the Arshakuni kings, 
which had traditionally been entombed there. His desecration seems to have 
been a gesture symbolic of what he planned for Arshak and his house.?! In 
this bold drive, Shapur had further overstepped the 363 agreement with his 
invasion of the Roman-controlled satrapies of Ingilene and the two Sophenes. 

Shapur's drive through Rome's client principalities was probably meant 
less to provoke Rome than to surprise the Armenian forces under Arshak, 
who had been prepared for attacks at the opposite end of his kingdom. In- 
deed, only after they had already heard of Shapur's raid in the west did Ar- 
shak and his sparapet Vasak Mamikonean hasten to move their forces from 
the Median border to the Armenian Midlands to forestall further en- 
croachment. Although they successfully prevented an invasion of the cen- 
tral territory of Ayrarat, Shapur's successes had been undeniable. In their 
wake, Arshak could no longer prevent most of his nakharars—who had grown 
disgusted with what had in effect been a state of active hostility with Persia 
since 337—from defecting to Shapur.?? By deserting their king, the nakharars, 
who constituted the backbone of the Armenian cavalry, deprived Arshak of 
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any hope of further resistance. In the face of impossible odds, Arshak was 
himself persuaded to go over to Shapur in 367. 

The Epic Histories tell the tale of what ensued with characteristically leg- 
endary coloring. After féting Arshak in traditional Sassanian fashion, Shapur 
is said to have set a test to prove the king's newfound loyalty. He prepared a 
tent half of whose floor was covered with Persian soil and half with Armen- 
ian. When Arshak was led to the Persian soil, he protested his loyalty to Sha- 
pur but once he returned to the Armenian, he slandered Shapur and 
promised to attack him. Apocryphal though the story may be, it demonstrates 
marvelously the underlying principles of Perso-Armenian relations. Indeed, 
the test constitutes a literary crystallization of what past experience had al- 
ready shown to Shapur: Arshak's promises of alliance were not to be trusted. 
In light of this knowledge, Shapur had Arshak blinded and thrown into his 
Prison of Oblivion, where he kept him into the 370s.°° 

After suppressing the Armenian monarchy, Shapur senta Persian invasion 
force into Armenia and ordered it to besiege the fortress of Artogerassa. There 
Arshak's wife, Paranjem, and son, Pap, were holed up with the Armenian trea- 
sure, defended by a troop of azats—nobles of a lower grade than the nakha- 
rars9* Ammianus tells us that Shapur's invasion force was led by the Armen- 
ian defectors Cylaces and Artabanes, and that Shapur had entrusted Armenia 
to these two.” Based on this testimony, R. C. Blockley has argued that Sha- 
pur intended to replace the traditional Arsacid monarchy with a non-Arsacid 
but still Armenian nakharar dyarchy.?? The Epic Histories indicate that the sit- 
uation was considerably more complex.’ These say that Shapur commanded 
two officials with Persian noble titles, Zik and Karen, to besiege Artogerassa 
and rule Armenia. They also speak of two Armenian nakharars, Meruzan 
Arkruni and Vahan Mamikonean, in leadership positions under Shapur's 
suzerainty.”® A careful comparison reveals that the Epic Histories and Ammi- 
anus have intersections, but that any attempts to recover Shapur's adminis- 
trative scheme in Armenia based on the two is futile. The sources name up 
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to five figures with leadership roles: Zik and Karen, Meruzan Arkruni, Cylaces 
(who is probably to be identified with a figure the Epic Histories name Glak), 
and Artabanes (who may be identifiable with the Epic Histories Vahan Mami- 
konean). Given these confusions, we can say only that Shapur combined Per- 
sian administrators (marzban) with traditional Armenian aristocrats (nakha- 
rars) in a system that completely suppressed the Arsacid house. This system 
never had time to solidify, because the nakharars whom Shapur set up in po- 
sitions of power—Cylaces/Glak and Artabanes/Vahan— did not remain faith- 
ful to him but played all sides against one another to their own advantage. 
Armenia was in flux, and Shapur was only beginning to experiment with ad- 
ministrative structures he thought he could control. 

In the same year in which Shapur ordered the siege of Artogerassa, 367, 
he also seized Iberia, once again in contravention of the 363 treaty. He de- 
posed its king, Sauromaces, the son of Rome's ally Mirian III, and installed 
Sauromaces' cousin Aspacures in his place. Meanwhile, the siege of Arme- 
nian Artogerassa continued through the winter of 367/68. In midwinter, Cy- 
laces was able to initiate negotiations for the surrender of the fortress, during 
the course of which Paranjem, Arshak's wife, appealed to Cylaces and Arta- 
banes in the name of her husband. In typical fashion, the two Armenian de- 
fectors defected back to the Armenian throne and engineered a treacherous 
foray against the Persian forces they had been leading. In the event, the Per- 
sians were badly beaten, and Pap escaped to make his way to Valens, who was 
then wintering at Marcianople. Pap's arrival was noted by Themistius, who 
mentioned the young prince in an oration delivered to Valens on March 28, 
368.100 Valens eventually sent Pap back to Neocaesarea (Niksar) in Pontus Pole- 
moniacus, three hundred kilometers from the Armenian border. There the 
young king seems to have spent the rest of 368 enjoying "liberal support and 
education" while Valens prepared for a final year of campaigning against the 
Goths.!°! Meanwhile, the siege of Artogerassa continued, and the Epic Histo- 
ries inform us that Pap, in *the land of the Greeks," was in communication 
with his mother inside the fortress, whom he encouraged to await his rescue. 102 

Unfortunately for Paranjem, Valens was willing to intervene and reimpose 
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Pap only in 369. The emperor had received legates from Cylaces and Arta- 
banes requesting that Pap be returned as their king, along with a military 
force. Ammianus's wording implies that Cylaces and Artabanes were not 
with Pap when they made their request, but inside Armenia. If their identi- 
fication with the Epic Histories Glak and Vahan is correct, they did indeed re- 
main in Armenia, acting nominally under Shapur's direction during the siege 
of Artogerassa. Their communications with Valens show, however, that they 
were also working clandestinely for an Arsacid restoration.! In the summer 
of 369, Valens responded timidly to their request ordering a Roman general, 
the comes Terentius, to escort Pap back into Armenia, but forbidding him to 
confer royal honors on the prince, lest this be judged a violation of the 363 
treaty. When Shapur learned of Pap’s restoration, he became so incensed 
that he invaded Armenia personally, apparently in the autumn of 369. In the 
wake of this invasion, Pap was again forced into hiding somewhere in the 
southwestern Caucasus at the Roman frontier with Lazica. There he remained 
for the next five months, that is, until the spring of 370.99 Rather than hunt 
down Pap, Shapur laid waste to Armenia and concentrated his forces against 
the long-besieged Artogerassa. The fortress finally fell, after more than two 
years, in the winter of 369/70. The Persian forces captured the royal treasure 
and Arshak's wife, Paranjem, whom they brutally raped until she was dead.!?? 
They also captured and destroyed the Arsacid capital of Artaxata and a num- 
ber of other urban foundations, former strongholds of Arsacid influence.!08 
When Shapur returned to Persia after these victories, he left behind ostikans— 
overseers—charged with holding the fortresses he had built or captured. !?? 
He also began systematically persecuting Christians, forcing apostasy to Maz- 
daism, closing churches, and consecrating fire temples.!! He thus tightened 
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his grip on Armenia after his attempts to combine Persian and Armenian ad- 
ministrative structures had failed. Both politically and culturally, Armenia was 
to become Persian. 

By late summer 369, Valens had finally brought his protracted Gothic War 
to a close, not least because of the desperate state of affairs in the east.!!! He 
sent his magister peditum Arinthaeus to negotiate peace with the Goths in the 
late summer of 369 and then ordered him straight to the eastern frontier 
with a full military command.'!? It probably was not until the following spring 
that Arinthaeus entered Armenia with his army and restored Pap for the sec- 
ond time.!!? 

Arinthaeus's arrival came none too soon, given that Shapur had con- 
tacted Pap, apparently still in hiding, and persuaded him to come over to 
the Persians. Under Shapur's influence, Pap had murdered the duplicitous 
Cylaces and Artabanes and sent their heads to the shahanshah as a sign of 
loyalty.!!* When Arinthaeus reached Armenia, he halted this rapproche- 
ment, and his presence in Armenia through the summer headed off a sec- 
ond Persian invasion. Shapur had to content himself with an embassy to 
Valens protesting this obvious violation of the 363 treaty.!? After this first 
Persian embassy, Valens also sent his general Terentius with twelve legions— 
about 12,000 men—to restore Sauromaces in Iberia. When this force 
reached the river Cyrus, Terentius and Sauromaces worked out an agree- 
ment with Sauromaces' cousin Aspacures to divide the kingdom in two, with 
the river as the boundary. Aspacures indicated that he had considered de- 
fecting to Rome, but feared for the life of his son, who was by then a Per- 
sian hostage. The agreement was later approved by Valens, although not 
by Shapur, who regarded it as grounds for war. Even so, Valens did not hes- 
itate to refer to this settlement later as the legal basis for his occupation of 
western Iberia.!!? It was probably at this point that Valens also put two gar- 
rison forts on the Georgian coast and fortified the major passes of the Cau- 
casus. This action may be at the heart of a confused passage in John Lydus 
to the effect that the Persians and Romans settled a quarrel over the terms 
ofthe 363 treaty by mutually agreeing to fortify the Caucasus pass(es) against 
the Huns.!!7 
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Valens had thus finally met Shapur's earlier violations of the 363 treaty 
with violations of his own. He had regained part of Iberia—to which Rome 
probably still had claims—and all of Armenia—to which it did not. He did 
so, not in the belief that he was still operating within the provisions of the 
Dura agreement, but because he now had the military might to enforce his 
occupation. His Gothic war had ended, he had already been able to send 
advance comitatensian forces eastward, and, as we shall see, his propagan- 
dists Festus and Eutropius had already begun openly advertising Valens's in- 
tention of breaking the treaty. In the spring of 370, after a brief stay in Con- 
stantinople, he raced east himself and reached Antioch with his army by late 
April.!? Soon afterward, he moved out to Hierapolis, from where he could 
coordinate frontier operations, and for most of the following eight years, he 
operated on a similar pattern, wintering in Antioch and traveling east for 
the summer to coordinate the army from Hierapolis, Edessa, and even Cae- 
sarea.!!® As long as he remained near the eastern frontier with his massive 
army, Rome retained control of the Armenian kingdom. However, although 
Valens continued to take measures to avoid open warfare, he stood in clear 
violation of the 363 accord. 

Naturally, Valens's recapture of Armenia and his dispositions in Iberia 
did not sit well with Shapur , who declared the peace void in the winter of 
370 and promised an invasion the following year.? The shahanshah be- 
gan collecting an army and assembling support from his allies,!?! and, as 
he had promised, in the spring of 371, he sent an invasion force into Ar- 
menia. Valens had dispatched his generals Traianus and Vadomarius to meet 
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1998, 252-53; Greatrex 2000, 37-38. To these add P Lips. 34, 35. This is also how Constantius 
operated in the 340s; see Lib. Or. 18.207; cf. Or. 15.17; AM 22.23.2, 7: "Hierapolim solitis itin- 
eraribus venit" (of Julian). For Valens at Edessa, see Soc. 4.18.2-10; Soz. 6.18.2-7; Theod. HE 
4.17.1-4; Ruf. HE 11.5. Valens's visit to Edessa may be dated to 373 at Chron. Edes. no. 31 (a. 
684 = A.D. 373). For Valens in Caesarea, see pp. 252-54. Here again, Constantius had used 
Caesarea as a base for conducting affairs with Armenia; cf. AM 20.9.1, 11.1—4. For Valens's win- 
ter camp in Antioch, see Theod. HE 4.26.1; Theod. HR8.5. 

120. AM 27.12.18: "velut obseratis amicitiae foribus." 

121. AM 27.12.18, 29.1.1. BP 5.4 and Vita Nerses 11 p. 34-35 confirm that Shapur's army 
included numerous allies, not least the Hun king Urnayr; cf. Baynes 1910, 640. On the use of 
auxiliaries by the Sassanians, see Christensen 1944, 209-10. 
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the Persians, although he ordered them to defend rather than attack, ap- 
parently in hopes of breaking the treaty without breaking the peace. The 
Persians met Traianus and Vadomarius at Bagawan, a valley at the foot of 
Mount Npat, near the source of the Arsanias River.!”? The Roman troops 
at first resisted combat, but they were eventually forced to respond to the 
Persian cavalry attacks and came off victorious.!?? The Epic Histories paint a 
picture that gives considerable credit for the victory to Pap's sparapet, Mushel 
Mamikonean, although they admit that Pap personally played no role but 
watched the battle from Mount Npat. It is impossible to determine the rel- 
ative contributions of Armenians and Romans, although it is certain that 
the Armenians would have been hard-pressed to repel the Persians without 
Roman help. In the aftermath of the battle, several other engagements were 
fought, which initiated the process of reclaiming additional Armenian ter- 
ritories.?* According to the Epic Histories, these included the satrapies of 
Arzanene and Corduene, which had been ceded to Persia in 363.5 With 
these acquisitions and the capture of Armenia, Valens had broken the treaty 
on several counts. 

At the end of the summer, a truce was settled, leaving Shapur to return 
to Ctesiphon and Valens to Antioch. It is by no means clear that Valens or 
Shapur regarded this agreement as a long-term accord in 371: it was hardly 
a treaty, and Ammianus states explicitly that both sides remained at odds even 
in its aftermath.!?? As it turned out, though, this temporary settlement had 
the effect of sanctioning Roman control of Armenia for the rest of Valens's 
reign. The sixth-century Greek historian John Malalas confirms this: 


Valens did not fight himself, but marched out and made a peace treaty [eiprvns 
maxra].... The Persians had come and sued for peace. Thus, having arrived 
in Antioch in Syria with the greater part of the military forces on November 
10 in the fourteenth indiction, Valens lingered there to conclude the peace 
treaty [rà makra THs eiprjvgs | with the Persians. He negotiated a treaty for seven 
years, with the Persians suing for peace and ceding half of Nisibis [rò mov roô 
Nutius ].1?7 


122. On the location, see ASX v.22.xiv with Hewsen 1992, 215-16 n. 287; cf. Kettenhofen 
1989, 69. Bagawan was just across the Arsanias River from the former Persian camp at Zare- 
hawan; cf. BP 4.55, 58. 

123. AM 29.1.2-3; cf. BP 5.4, which continues to name "Terent" as the "Greek" comman- 
der rather than Traianus; cf. 5.5-6. MX 3.37 and Vita Nerses 11, p. 34, confuse the battle of 
Bagawan with the later battle of Jirov. 

124. AM 29.1.4; BP 5.5, 8-19; MX 3.37. In the early part of 371, Valens had been in Con- 
stantinople. He only moved to the eastern frontier late in the summer; cf. p. 280. 

125. BP5.10, 16. Cf. Adontz-Garsoan 1970, 176; Toumanoff 1963, 181; Hewsen 1992, 158. 

126. AM 29.1.4: "pactis indutiis ex consensu, aestateque consumpta, partium discessere duc- 
tores etiam tum discordes." 

127. Malalas 13.30 (p. 338). 
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Some of the details had become hazy by Malalas's day, but much of this in- 
formation corresponds with what we know from other sources. Malalas's no- 
tice that the Persians asked for terms seems logical, since it was they who had 
suffered setbacks. What Malalas means by the Persian return of “half of Nis- 
ibis” is vague but interpretable. It would have been difficult to relinquish half 
of a city, but Malalas may be implying that the Persians had given up half of 
the Nisibis accord, which, in effect, they had. The notice that the “peace 
agreement” lasted seven years corresponds precisely with Ammianus’s ac- 
count, which portrays no open conflict on the frontier for the seven years 
between 371 and 378. In fact, Ammianus's notice on events from early 372 
directly confirms that peace with Persia had begun that winter.!?® 

Other sources tell the same story. Socrates indicates that peace prevailed 
in 375, when Valens instituted severe measures against recalcitrant Nicenes, 
and Themistius confirms peace with Persia in the same year.'? This “peace” 
is best attested in Themistius’s eleventh oration (March 3,73): “[Valens is] sated 
with victory and even willing to put aside [war], but he is insatiable for the 
logos of philosophy. He more gladly concedes leisure to the soldier than si- 
lence to the philosopher.""? In the same speech, Themistius notes that Valens 
had armies in the Caucasus, Iberia, Albania, and Armenia.!?! The emperor 
had thus regained much of what the empire had lost in 363 and now held it 
with Roman troops under the sanction of a truce. Only the Armenian tradi- 
tion informs us as to why Shapur allowed this. The Epic Histories report that 
the Kushans—a people on the northeastern edge of the Sassanian empire — 
occupied the shahanshah with war after his loss at Bagawan.'?? The notice is 
credible, given that Ammianus himself reports how these same people had 
kept Shapur from attacking the Roman frontier in the early 350s.?? Whether 
Shapur was already aware that the Kushans had revolted when he sanctioned 
the truce of 371 is unclear. Ultimately, however, this conflict enforced a 
“peace” that allowed Valens to hold Armenia for seven years, in direct con- 
travention of the 363 agreement. 


128. AM 29.2.21: “parthico fragore cessante"; cf. 29.1.4: "securus interim hostium exter- 
norum"; 30.4.1: "in eois partibus alto externorum silentio." 

129. Soc. 4.32.1; Them. Or. 13.166c, delivered in 376 but referring to 375; cf. Vanderspoel 
1995, 179-84, 251. 

130. Or. 11.1442; cf. 148d-149a; on the date, see Vanderspoel 1995, 177, 251. 

131. Or. 11.149b. 

132. BP 5.7. At BP 5.377, Shapur was still fighting the Kushan war after Pap had been mur- 
dered. Proc. Bella 1.5.30—40 and MX 3.29, both of which drew on the Epic Histories, report the 
same war. On this Kushan war, see Markwart 1901, 50-52; Seeck, Regesten, 65; Garsoian 1989, 
313 n. 3. On the Kushans more broadly, see Frye 1984, 249-69. 

133. AM 16.9.3-4, 17.5.1; cf. 14.9.1, 15.13.4, 18.4.1, 6.22, 19.1.7, 10. See also Matthews 
1989, 62, with 488 n. 26, on the Chionitae, a Hunnic people, who also occupied Shapur at 
this time. 
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While peace prevailed with Persia, the situation inside Armenia began to 
crumble. As we have seen, in the period after the victory at Bagawan, Pap's 
sparapet Mushel Mamikonean regained control over many of the nakharars 
who had defected to Shapur in the 360s.!?* This was probably largely an Ar- 
menian concern. Themistius says that a Roman army remained stationed in 
Armenia, but the Epic Histories are probably right in saying that it was left to 
the Arsacid king and his sparapet to realign the nakharars under their au- 
thority. This is apparently what Themistius was referring to in 373 when he 
said of Valens: 


For, without touching his sword, but using only the clemency of his spirit, he 
won back no small section of the neighboring barbarians who are normally 
hard to persuade and control, and he bound peoples more untrustworthy than 
the ancient Thessalians. So that, although they still quarrel with one another, 
they cooperate with and are in spirit with the Romans. Toward each other they 
follow their usual nature, but toward the emperor, they follow necessity. They 
have been defeated neither by spears nor by bows and slings but by the open 
patience in which they exist—a fact surprising to the listener.!?? 


If we are to believe Themistius, Valens's clemency had achieved a realign- 
ment of the nakharars and thus benefited Rome. The Armenian sources, by 
contrast, reveal that the nakharars had in fact been won back by the Arsacid 
sword, but with only limited success. 

It seems safest to assume that the situation inside Armenia was far from 
settled. The young Pap was probably struggling to hold together a kingdom 
that Shapur had only just dismantled. His tenuous grip on power led him to 
measures that were less than judicious. Unfortunately, we have no firm 
chronological indicators for the dates of most of Pap's activities. Pap had the 
powerful Armenian patriarch—and close Roman contact—Nerses poisoned 
at some point, perhaps late in 371.99 After doing so, the young king nomi- 
nated a certain Yusik as a replacement and sent him for consecration to Cae- 
sarea, as was the custom for Armenian patriarchs. The Epic Histories tell us 
that the bishop of Caesarea—who would have been Basil—refused the nom- 
inee. In the meantime, Pap began systematically dismantling the religious 


134. Seen. 125. BP5.8-19. Notat MX 3.8, probably reflecting MX's anti-Mamikonean bias. 
On the extent of the territories regained, see Hewsen 1965, 336-37; Toumanoff 1963, 458-60 
n. 98; Adontz 1970, 178-80. 

135. Or. 11.149d-1502; cf. 13.166c. 

136. BP 5.23-24; Vita Nerses 12-14, pp. 36-42; MX 3.38. Inasmuch as he was present at 
the battle of Bagawan (BP 5.4), Nerses's murder must have occurred after summer 371; most 
have assumed he was poisoned shortly before Valens's visit to Caesarea on Jan. 6, 372 (Giet 
1943, 363-65; Hauschild 1973-93, 1, at Ep. 99 n. 15 and Ep. 120 n. 74). May 1973, 54. 58, 
dates the murder to 373 (cf. Seeck, Untergang, 59-63). Pap was not the first Arsacid king to 
murder a Gregorid patriarch; see BP 3.12, 14. 


176 VALENS AND THE EASTERN FRONTIER 


foundations that Nerses had established.!*” Valens responded by having his 
general Terentius invest Basil with the authority to resolve the dispute over 
the ecclesiastical succession. A number of Basil's letters regarding the inci- 
dent survive.!?® Apparently, Basil never succeeded in appointing an accept- 
able successor, in part because of Pap, in part because of the intrigues of 
Basil's rivals Theodotus and Anthimus. This failure meant that, from the 
death of Nerses on, the Roman see of Caesarea ceased to claim its traditional 
authority over the consecration of Armenia's patriarch."? This loss of ec- 
clesiastical control from inside the empire would certainly have disturbed 
both Terentius and Valens. 

Insofar as Terentius was charged with the resolution of the episcopal prob- 
lem, we might assume that he was the commander of the Roman army sta- 
tioned in Armenia at this time. This would explain why he is one of only two 
Roman generals whose names survive in the Armenian sources for the pe- 
riod.!^ It would also explain why it was Terentius who first began writing to 
Valens to complain of Pap's activities. Terentius had allied himself with a num- 
ber of the nakharar lords (gentilibus) whom, as Themistius indicates, Pap had 
disaffected through his heavy-handed tactics.!^! Terentius complained of this 
to Valens and reminded the emperor that, in 370, Pap had murdered Cy- 
laces and Artabanes and nearly defected to Shapur.!? Terentius was rigor- 
ously Nicene and probably did not take kindly to Pap's murder of the Nicene 
patriarch Nerses or to Pap's refusal to cooperate with Terentius's personal 
friend Basil. Because Terentius was a staunch Christian, itis natural that Am- 
mianus chose to play up his morose carping, but some weight must be given 
to the credibility of his complaints. According to the Epic Histories, Pap's be- 
havior was even more outrageous than Ammianus indicates: he began 
openly courting Persia and sent to Valens demanding control of Caesarea 
and ten other Roman cities, including Edessa, which he claimed were Ar- 
sacid foundations.!? 


137. BP5.29-31. MX 3.39 names Pap's nominee for successor as Shahak of Manazkert; cf. 
Garsoian 1989, 322 n. 1, 432. 

138. Basil Ep. 99, 102, 120-122. Basil names Pap's replacement "Faustus," perhaps a La- 
tinizing version of the Armenian *Yusik" (Hopeful One). Garsoian 1983, followed by Rousseau 
1994, 281-82, argues that Basil was assigned to appoint a metropolitan for the province of Ar- 
menia Minor rather than a patriarch for the kingdom of Armenia, but her argument must be 
rejected on several counts; see Lenski 1996, 441-42. 

139. On Caesarea’s role in consecrating Armenian patriarchs, see BP3.12, 16, 17, 4.4, 5.29; 
Vita Nerses 3, p. 24; Basil Ep. 122. 

140. BP 5.1, 4-6, 32; MX 3.36, 37, 39; cf. Seeck, Untergang, 63, with 450 n. 25. Theod. HE 
4.32.1 also implies that Terentius was commander in Armenia. 

141. Or. 11.149d-150a. 

142. AM 30.1.2-3. 

143. BP5.32; cf. MX 3.39. AM 30.2.1 confirms that Shapur had been negotiating with Pap. 
C. F. Lehmann-Haupt argued that a very fragmentary inscription he discovered at Martyropolis 
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In response to this insubordination, Valens decided to arrest and execute 
the brash young Armenian king. He invited Pap to a meeting in Tarsus. Pap 
came with a 300-man mounted escort but, after arriving, became anxious 
when Valens would not receive him in audience. According to Ammianus, 
Pap learned that Terentius had secretly recommended that he be replaced, 
so as not to disaffect other nakharars or run the risk of Pap defecting to Per- 
sia. On learning of Terentius’s plan, Pap made a break for Armenia. In his 
race to escape, he threatened the local governor in Tarsus with death and 
attacked a legion that was sent to pursue him, thus making himself an open 
enemy of Rome.!** The young king continued east to the Euphrates, which 
he reached within two days. While he and his men struggled across, Count 
Danielus and the tribune Barzimeres, sent by Valens in pursuit with a force 
of Scutarii, outflanked Pap and crossed the river first.!? They set up road- 
blocks on the two routes Pap might take east, but did not manage to capture 
the fugitive king. A traveler who had seen the roadblocks helped Pap escape 
along an intermediary path between them. Valens's assassination attempt had 
thus failed, and he knew well that he stood in grave danger of losing Pap's 
loyalty and with it the control of Armenia. 

Under considerable pressure to explain the debacle, Danielus and Barzi- 
meres claimed that Pap had used magical powers to disguise his party and 
mask them in a cloud of darkness, under which they had escaped. The charge 
fits well with claims in the Epic Histories that Pap was reputed since birth to 
have been possessed of demons (dews), who dictated his erratic behavior. 
Daniel and Barzimeres seem merely to have capitalized on this reputation 
to save themselves from charges of incompetence. Given that at least Barzi- 
meres kept his office, the story was apparently accepted.!*° More important, 


(Farkin) confirmed Pap's demands for former Arsacid territory (Lehmann-Haupt 1908; 1910, 
408-18). Markwart 1930, 134—59, expressed reservations, and Mango 1985, 95-104, has since 
demonstrated that the text is best placed in a late sixth-century context. Garsoian doubts BP's 
veracity with regard to Pap's demand for the Roman cities because of a lack of outside cor- 
roboration (1989, 324-25 n. 3). Nevertheless, other sources attest Armenian claims to 
Edessa/Urha (Markwart 1901, 160), and Pap's execution by Valens implies that his transgres- 
sions were serious. For the charges against Pap, see Baynes 1910, 640; Nagl, “Val.,” 2116; Block- 
ley 1992, 35. 

144. AM 30.1.1-7. 

145. AM 30.1.8-12. To judge by their names, Danielus and Barzimeres were of Ibero- 
Armenian origin, and Ammianus makes it clear that their familiarity with the terrain helped 
them outmaneuver Pap. On Danielus's (south Armenian?) and Barzimeres's (Iberian?) origins, 
see Markwart 1930, 139-40 nn. 2-3. Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 240-41, makes a strong case that 
Danielus and Barzimeres led the Tertii Sagitarii Valentis and Sagitarii Domnici, auxiliary archery 
units newly formed under Valens. 

146. AM 31.1.16. On Pap's possession by demons, see BP 4.44, 5.22; Vita Nerses 12, p. 36. 
See also Markwart 1930, 135-48; Russell 1987, 341-42. Garsoian 1967, 31 1-13, believes that 
Pap's supposed "possession" is code for his Arian heresy, but the fact that his demonic powers 
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however, its significance stretches beyond this single incident. The stories of 
Pap’s demonic possession and magical powers bespeak a strong undercur- 
rent of pagan sentiment in the young king. Taken with his murder of Nerses 
and his resistance to Roman intervention in the appointment of a patriar- 
chal successor, these stories help confirm that Armenia’s peculiar version of 
Zoroastrianism was alive and well in the later fourth century, despite its nom- 
inal conversion to Christianity two generations earlier.'?7 As noted at the be- 
ginning of this chapter, religion was only one of many battlegrounds on which 
Persia and Rome competed for Armenian loyalty. 

Pap's escape probably occurred in 373 or 374. Upon his return to Ar- 
menia, he was received, according to Ammianus, *with the greatest joy by 
his subjects." Ammianus also tells us that, despite the offenses he had en- 
dured, Pap remained loyal to Valens. Whether we can trust Ammianus, who 
favored Pap just as much as he hated Valens and his generals, remains in 
doubt. The Epic Histories make Pap's position in Armenia look much less sta- 
ble and his loyalty to Valens much less firm. At any rate, Valens was aware 
that amends had to be made and new plans laid to avert the loss of Arme- 
nia. He thus dismissed Count Terentius, who had engineered the bungled 
assassination plot, and turned over the army in Armenia to Traianus, with 
instructions that he should win his way back into Pap's confidence.!? At the 
same time, Valens sent a secret missive instructing Traianus to have Pap killed 
as soon as he could. 

Traianus convinced Pap that he had nothing to fear from Valens by show- 
ing him letters that indicated Valens's favor. With this ploy, he won his way 
into the king's feasts, important occasions for the social cohesion of the Ar- 
menian aristocracy. When Traianus invited Pap to a banquet of his own, Pap 
came with little reluctance, indicating that the general had indeed succeeded 
in gaining Pap's confidence. This was no doubt because Traianus played his 
role well, as the circumstances of the feast would seem to confirm: the gen- 
eral organized the meal according to Armenian principles, at midday, with 
musical entertainment on strings and winds, and with the honored seat be- 
ing reserved for the king himself.!°° These amenities lured Pap into com- 


are noted in both Armenian and Roman traditions points to a more straightforward interpre- 
tation. Barzimeres remained a tribune of the scutarii in 378 (AM 31.9.9). 

147. Russell 1987, passim, esp. 437-80. 

148. AM 30.1.15. 

149. As noted on p. 178 above, Terentius seems to have been commander-in-chief in Ar- 
menia after the battle of Bagawan; cf. AM 30.1.2-4; Basil Ep. 99. A letter of Basil’s (Ep. 214) 
plausibly dated to 375 (Loofs 1898, 21) indicates that Terentius had retired or been relieved 
from his command and was residing in Antioch. After Pap's return to Armenia, Traianus is at- 
tested as commander; see AM 30.1.18; cf. 31.7.1-2. 

150. On feasting in Armenian society, see Garsoian 1976, 27-30; 1980, 46-63; cf. BP 4.2, 
16, 54. 
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placency, making it easier for a barbarian guard to go in ata signal and mur- 
der him.!?! The Quadic king Gabinius had been lured to his death in this 
way by Valentinian's general Marcellianus, and Valens's general Lupicinus 
would attempt similar tactics against the Gothic leaders Alavivus and Frit- 
igern in 377. Ammianus draws an explicit parallel between the treacherous 
murders of Gabinius and Pap. To Valens, as to most of his contemporaries, 
such acts no doubt seemed as justified as they were expedient.!?? 

Even so, the Epic Histories tell us, the Armenians were furious. However, 
as Valens had probably calculated, their rage would have been tempered by 
resignation to the reality of the current situation. The presence of a Roman 
army in Armenian territory probably left the Armenian nobility with little 
option but to accept Pap's murder without resistance. They also accepted 
the Roman imposition of a replacement for Pap, an Arsacid prince named 
Varazdat.'? According to the Epic Histories, Varazdat, still a boy, ruled under 
the regency of the sparapet Mushel Mamikonean.'’* The regency of a 
Mamikonean, a notoriously pro-Roman family, helps explain Armenia's con- 
tinued loyalty to Valens in this trying period. Moreover, the nakharars ac- 
cepted what had happened because they still believed that they were best 
served by remaining Rome's ally. In the Epic Histories, they are reported as 
saying: "We cannot become servants of the heathen Persians or be hostile 
to the king of the Greeks. Neither can we carry on hostilities with both of 
them. We cannot maintain ourselves without the support of one of them." 
The Armenians knew they had to play one side against the other. Fortunately 
for Valens, despite his oppressive manipulations, Christianity proved a strong 
enough bond to decide the nakharars in his favor. Here again, religion con- 
stituted a key element in mediating the struggle for Armenian loyalty. 

Pap's murder occurred in 375. Naturally, it triggered a reaction from 
Shapur, who had been courting the king in hopes that he would defect to 
Persia. With Pap's death and replacement by a Roman nominee under a pro- 
Roman regent, the shahanshah had to find other avenues back into Arme- 
nia. In the autumn of 375, Shapur reopened negotiations with Valens. He 
sentalegate demanding that Valens either evacuate Armenia, the *perpetual 


151. AM 30.1.18-21; BP 5.32. MX 3.39 offers a completely different account; cf. Vita Nerses 
15, p. 42. The Epic Histories are remarkably close to Ammianus. Although they do mistakenly 
attribute the murder to Terent rather than Traianus, they alone give us the name of the place 
where Pap was killed, “Xu in the district of Bagrawand," the same place where the Roman army 
retained its camp; cf. BP 5.1, 4. 

152. On Gabinius, see AM 29.6.5. On the Goths, see p. 328. For Ammianus's parallel be- 
tween the two murders, see AM 30.1.22-23. At 31.1.3, Ammianus contends that the murder 
of Pap haunted Valens before the disaster at Adrianople. 

153. BP 5.32—34, 37. Cf. MX 3.40. AM mentions nothing of Pap’s successor. 

154. BP 5.34-85. 

155. BP 5.33. 
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source of troubles," or withdraw from the part of Iberia where Roman troops 
now supported Sauromaces.!?® Shapur, who had apparently ended his war 
with the Kushans, was thus demanding the return of half of what Valens had 
gained in 370 and 371. Valens responded that he could not renege on agree- 
ments made with the consent of both sides.!? A brief lacuna in Ammianus's 
text mars an exact understanding of what followed, but itis clear that Sha- 
pur responded with a second embassy, this time in midwinter 375/70. Here, 
the shahanshah claimed that the discord could not be rooted out unless the 
original negotiators of the 363 treaty were present, an impossibility, given 
that some of them were already dead. This statement seems to add weight 
to the assumption that the spirit of the treaty and perhaps even its text were 
not entirely clear.!?® Shapur was attempting to exploit the chinks in the treaty 
through which Valens had wormed his way back into Armenia to root him 
out again. 

The following summer, 376, Valens sent an embassy of his own under 
Victor, the magister equitum, and Urbicius, the dux of Mesopotamia. These told 
Shapur that his demands for Armenia were unjust, given that its inhabitants 
had been granted the right to live according to their own decisions.'?? They 
also informed Shapur that unless the Roman troops assigned to protect Sau- 
romaces in western Iberia were allowed to return to Iberia unhindered, as 
had been agreed (ut dispositum est), Shapur would be compelled to do what 
he had refrained from doing on his own. This last clause was a threat to force 
Shapur into the war he had hoped to avoid through diplomacy. Valens thus 
raised the stakes by promising to reopen hostilities after five years of peace. 
As Ammianus notes, Valens's confidence was boosted because he could now 
chose from an array of options rather than being compelled to diplomatic 


156. AM 90.2.2: “Arrace legato ad principem misso, perpetuam aerumnarum causam de- 
seri penitus suadebat Armeniam: si id displicuisset, aliud poscens, ut Hiberiae divisione cessante, 
remotisque inde partis Romanae praesidiis, Aspacures solus regnare permitteretur, quem ipse 
praefecerat genti." Deseri is a conjecture for deleri. Chrysos 1976, 37-38, and Blockley 1987, 226, 
make the case for the MS reading. Both attach great significance to the proposal to *destroy Ar- 
menia," which they take to mean that Shapur intended to eliminate the Arsacid crown and di- 
vide Armenia (cf. Blockley 1992, 35-36; Seager 1996, 281-82). This reading is unsatisfactory, 
first because it fails to recognize the parallel nature of Shapur's proposals—either withdraw from 
Armenia or from Iberia—and second because it incorrectly assumes that Ammianus understood 
“Armenia” to mean the "Armenian crown" or “Armenian government." Ammianus invariably 
uses “Armenia” to refer only to the territory or people of Armenia (cf. Viansino 1985, 133). Sha- 
pur did hope to destroy the Arsacid monarchy, and had already attempted to do so, but deseri 
must be read, since “deleri penitus . . . Armeniam" makes no sense, at least in a pre-atomic age. 

157. AM 30.2.3: “placitis ex consensu firmatis"; cf. 27.12.17-18, 29.1.4. 

158. AM 30.2.3. Blockley 1987, believes this dispute indicates that some of the terms were 
agreed to orally, a possible, although not necessary, interpretation of the passage. On foreign 
policy records, see Lee 1993, 33-40. 

159. AM 30.2.4: "ad arbitrium suum vivere cultoribus eius permissis." 
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tergiversation.!? He had apparently learned that he would soon be able to 
fill the ranks of his army with auxiliary recruits from the Goths, whom he 
now permitted to settle in Thrace.!?! 

Ammianus tells us that Valens based his firm stance in both Armenia and 
Iberia on previous agreements.!© Since Valens was plainly not referring to 
the 363 treaty, under which Rome had relinquished Armenia—although not 
Iberia—he must have issued his ultimatum on the strength of later accords: 
that reached about Iberia at the river Cyrus in 370, which, as Ammianus in- 
dicates, allowed the Romans to send troops to protect Sauromaces each year, 
and the truce reached at Bagawan in 371, which must have granted the 
nakharars the right to choose their own form of rule.!% This latter agree- 
ment would clearly have favored Rome, since the nakharars were generally 
inclined to maintain the Arsacid monarchy, which had for so long leaned— 
however tenuously—in Rome's favor. Victor and Urbicius had thus presented 
Shapur with a hard-line stance based on what they could claim were Rome's 
sanctioned rights. Shapur either had to accept the "previously agreed" Ro- 
man presence in Iberia and Armenia or go to war. 

Fortunately for Shapur, the two legates had committed a blunder. Dur- 
ing their diplomatic journey, they had improperly accepted offers from two 
regiones exiguae to be accepted under Roman suzerainty.!9* This diplomatic 
infraction offered Shapur a new bargaining chip with which to revive nego- 
tiations. Later in 376, he sent a third embassy under the Suren offering the 
two territories illegally accepted by Victor and Urbicius in exchange for con- 


160. AM 30.2.4: "ingravescente post haec altius cura, imperator eligere consilia quam in- 
venire sufficiens. . . ." Given the boldness of the demands that follow this phrase, it only makes 
sense when translated as “though concerns grew worse after this, the emperor, being in a po- 
sition to make a choice of plans rather than invent them. . . .” 

161. See pp. 318-19. 

162. AM 30.2.3-4, cited in n. 157. 

163. For Iberia, see AM 27.12.17-18: “dividi placuit Hiberiae regnum"; cf. 30.2.4: “ni 
Sauromaci praesidia militum impertita principio sequentis anni (ut dispositum est) inpraepedita 
reverterint." For Armenia, see AM 29.1.4: "pactis indutiis ex consensu." See p. 176 for further 
evidence that the truce after Bagawan was treated as a separate agreement. Seager 1996, 282, 
is thus wrong to argue that at AM 30.2.3 “there is no good ground for supposing that a refer- 
ence to anything other than the peace of 363 is intended." 

164. AM 30.2.5 (cf. Theod. HR 8.4, with Greatrex 2000, 40 n. 27). Chrysos 1976 is surely 
wrong to regard this as the occasion for the division of Armenia commonly dated to 386 (cf. 
Greatrex 2000, 39). Adontz 1970, 36-37, argues more plausibly that the two territories were 
rather the satrapies of Asthianene and Belabitene, which later show up among the satrapies un- 
der Roman suzerainty (cf. CJ 1.29.5; Nov. Just. 31.1.3). These, together with the principalities 
of Sophene, Sophanene, and Ingilene-Anzitene were later referred to collectively as the "five 
satrapies" (see Proc. Aed. 3.1.17: carpamaı... revre; cf. Toumanoff 1963, 131-33; Hewsen 1992, 
18). If Valens was indeed the first to gain suzerainty over Asthianene and Belabitene, he may 
have been looking for the rhetorical kudos to be gained by having reestablished "five trans- 
Tigritane principalities", the same number won in the treaty of 299. 
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cessions. Valens received the Suren graciously but sent him back with the same 
message: the Romans were unwilling to negotiate and would launch a tripartite 
invasion of Persia the following spring, 377. For this purpose, Valens was al- 
ready mustering a huge army and assembling auxiliaries from the Goths who 
had entered Thrace that autumn.!® Given that this was the first time that 
Valens had had the strategic potential to seize back the Mesopotamian terri- 
tory lost in 363, and given that he jumped at the opportunity, we can assume 
that he had been intent on invading Persia and restoring Roman territory 
forsome time. He now had both the excuse and the military means to do so. 

Shapur responded to Valens's rebuff by ordering the Suren to seize back 
the two territories offered to Victor and Urbicius and to harass the troops 
who would be sent into Iberia in the spring of 377. As Ammianus indicates, 
Valens never had the chance to respond.! News of the Gothic revolt in early 
377 reached Valens sometime that spring, and he was forced to send a sec- 
ond embassy to Shapur, this time asking for a settlement rather than war.!6? 
Once again, Victor conducted the negotiations, whose outcome is not re- 
ported. While he did so, Valens withdrew the units he had stationed in Ar- 
menia and sent them west to face the Goths in early 377. Later that summer, 
they were defeated in two engagements in Scythia Minor.!%® The defeat of 
this army would necessitate Valens's own journey to Thrace the following 
spring. He arrived at Constantinople on May 30, 378,9 and was killed in 
battle at Adrianople that August. 

As we might imagine, the situation in Armenia collapsed after the with- 
drawal of the Roman forces in 377. The Roman nominee Varazdat, who was 
young and inexperienced, had been governing under the regency of Mushel 
Mamikonean, who had fought with the Romans at Bagawan and maintained 
strong Roman connections. So strong were Mushel’s ties that Varazdat came 
to suspect that he himself stood in danger of suffering the same fate as his 
predecessor. He thus eventually had Mushel killed, probably some time af- 
ter the withdrawal of Roman forces.!”° The power vacuum created by the 


165. AM 30.2.5-6; cf. AM 31.6.1-2. Septimius Severus's invasion of Mesopotamia in 195 
had been in three divisions, as was Severus Alexander's Parthian expedition in 232 (Dio Cass. 
75.2.3; Herodian 6.5.1-2). 

166. AM 30.2.7-8. 

167. AM 31.7.1. Cf. Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley): BactAeds de érreiór) roürwv énvÜero ræv 
ddinyytwv kakdv, mpos èv ros llépcas dvaykaíav eiprjvqv ovvOewevos ; Oros. 7.34.6: “Per- 
sae qui... nunc etiam Valente in fugam acto recentissimae victoriae satietatem cruda insulta- 
tione ructabant." 

168. AM 31.7.1-2, 5-16, 8.9710. The date of the Gothic revolt is confirmed at Cons. Const. 
s.a. 377; Jer. Chron. s.a. 377; Prosper Chron. 1160. Cons. Const. s.a. 377 also confirms the date 
of the first dispatch of Roman troops against the Goths in this year. 

169. Cons. Const. s.a. 378; Soc. 4.38.1. 

170. BP 5.35-306. 
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death of this sparapet was quickly filled by another Mamikonean, Manuel. 
Manuel had served under Shapur in the recent Kushan war, and his loyalty 
to Persia proved strong after he assumed the sparapetut’iwn. He eventually 
quarreled with Varazdat and expelled him from Armenia. While Varazdat 
sought refuge with Rome, Manuel began courting Persia. Together with 
Varazdat’s wife, Zarmandukht, and his son, Arshak III, Manuel established 
regency over what remained of the Arsacid dynasty and allied that dynasty 
to Persia.!7! Shapur then sent the Suren with a 10,000-man army to garri- 
son Armenia, much as Valens had been doing up to 377. Eventually, how- 
ever, Manuel revolted even against Persia and defended Armenian inde- 
pendence from both powers down through the early 380s.!7? 

Armenian independence was possible in a political climate where Rome 
was preoccupied with the Goths and the death of Shapur II in 379 and his 
heir Ardashir II four years later left the Sassanian house weak. Only after 
Manuel’s death was a settlement reached between Shapur III and Theodo- 
siusin 386 by which "Armenia was divided and split into two parts like a worn- 
out garment." ? Rome retained only the western fifth of the country, while 
Persia controlled the eastern four-fifths. After the death of Arshak III (387), 
Rome abolished the Arsacid monarchy and established the province of Ar- 
menia." Forty years later, the Sassanids followed suit, abolishing their 
branch of the Arsacid monarchy in “Persarmenia” by A.D. 428. Valens was 
thus the last Roman emperor to regain suzerainty over an independent Ar- 
menian kingdom. Although his settlement was always tenuous and crumbled 
immediately after he withdrew his troops, he had restored Armenia as a Ro- 
man client state for the last time in history. 


FESTUS AND EUTROPIUS: HISTORICAL 
PROPAGANDA AND THE EASTERN FRONTIER 


As his first Gothic war dragged on into 369, Valens must have grown in- 
creasingly agitated at the state of affairs on the eastern frontier. Shapur had 
occupied most of the former Roman territories and fortresses in Mesopo- 
tamia; he had deposed the pro-Roman kings of Armenia and Iberia; he had 
imposed a new king in Iberia, dismantled the Arsacid kingship in Armenia, 


171. BP 5.37. As we would expect, MX 3.41 does not mention the regency of Manuel 
Mamikonean; cf. Thomson 1978, 303 n. 1. Oros. 7.34.8 implies that Valens suffered a defeat 
at the hands of Persia, but his passage is too rhetorical to be taken seriously. 

172. BP5.38-39. BP 5.42 says that Armenian independence lasted for seven years, perhaps 
from Shapur II's death in 379 until the division of Armenia in 386; cf. MX 3.42. 

173. Lazar P’arpec’i 1 [1]-8 [11] with reference to Matt. 9.16. Cf. BP6.1. See also Seeck, 
Untergang, 69; Blockley 1987, 229-32; 1992, 42-45; Greatrex 2000; contrast Chrysos 1976, 
37—40, who dates the division to 378. 

174. Proc. Bella 2.3.25; Aed. 3.1.14-15; MX 3.46. 
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and begun eradicating Armenian Christianity. Shapur could do most of this 
under the authority of Jovian's 363 treaty, and even what the treaty did not 
officially sanction, it tacitly allowed through its ambiguities. No Roman was 
under any illusion but that the 363 agreement had seriously compromised 
Roman power in the east and weakened Roman claims to world dominion. 
Once Valens brought his Gothic war to a close in late summer 369, he be- 
gan making preparations for a strategic response to this new shift. Along with 
mustering troops and arranging supplies, Valens took care to establish the 
ideological framework for his challenge to Shapur's new claims. This he did 
with the help of two successive magistri memoriae, Eutropius and Festus, whom 
he set to the task of composing separate abbreviated accounts of Roman his- 
tory. A close examination of their breviaria gives some idea of how Valens 
hoped to use the power of historical discourse to his advantage as he un- 
dertook his attack on Shapur's position. 

Fortunately, we are able to date both breviaria with great precision. Since 
Eutropius accords Valens the epithet Gothicus Maximusin his preface, he must 
have finished his work after Valens claimed that title in late summer 369.17? 
In the same preface, Eutropius refers to himself as magister memoriae, a post 
that he ceased to hold in early 370. He must then have written shortly after 
the close of the first Gothic war.!"? Festus succeeded Eutropius as magister me- 
moriae in the period after Valens's arrival in Antioch in spring 370.!”” One of 
the oldest and best manuscripts of his breviarium indicates that he too was serv- 
ing in this office when he dedicated his work. Since he held the post down 
to 372, he cannot have written later than this date, and Mommsen noticed 
thatitis possible to offer even greater precision. The provincial lists cataloged 
in Festus omit the British province of Valentia, newly created and named af- 
ter Valens himself in late 369. Festus must then have written before news of 
this had reached the east.!? If so, both breviaria can be dated around the pe- 
riod when Valens was preparing to confront Shapur directly in early 370. 


175. Eutr. praef. To judge from his detailed knowledge of Thrace and the Gothic confed- 
eration (Breu. 8.2, 9.15), Eutropius was with Valens during the Gothic war; cf. Bird 1986, 12; 
1993, xiii. On the career of Eutropius, see PLRE I, Eutropius 2; cf. Herzog-Schmidt 1989, 202-3, 
with recent bibliography, esp. Bonamente 1977, on the authenticity of the dedicatory preface, 
and Bird 1993, vii-xviii. 

176. Bird 1993, xiii-xiv, suggests that the Breviarium was composed for Valens in celebra- 
tion of a triumph over the Goths in Constantinople in winter 369/70 . This seems likely given 
Eutropius's obsession with triumphs (see p. ooo). 

177. On Festus's identity and career, see PLRE I, Festus 2; cf. Eadie 1967, 1-9; Herzog- 
Schmidt 1989, 207-8, with bibliography, esp. the caveats at Boer 1972, 178-83. 

178. MSB: "Incipit breviarium Festi vc magistri memoriae." Baldwin's 1978, 197-99, caveat 
that only this MS refers to Festus as magister memoriaewas already sufficiently anticipated at Eadie 
1967, 6. On the dedication to Valens rather than Valentinian, see Eadie 1967, 3, 22-23. 

179. Mommsen 1862, 587, accepted at Eadie 1967, 1. Contrast Boer 1972, 198, who (oddly) 
believes Festus omitted Valentia because he was assembling his provincial list from memory. Tom- 
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Abbreviated histories were very much a fourth-century vogue. They ap- 
peared sometimes as epitomes of earlier histories, sometimes as abbreviated 
accounts of a given period, sometimes as short biographies or lists of exem- 
pla.!®° At least two other epitomes dedicated to fourth-century emperors sur- 
vive, and one of these bears striking resemblances to the breviaria of Eutro- 
pius and Festus. The concise biography of Alexander and Trajan known to 
us under the misleading title Itinerarium Alexandri was dedicated to Con- 
stantius II. It was written for the eastern Augustus in the early part of his reign, 
probably in 340, by the well-connected courtier Flavius Polemius.!?! Con- 
stantius was preparing a Persian invasion for that year, and Polemius openly 
states that his Itinerarium was designed to serve as an incitement to Con- 
stantius as he set out.!*? It survives in a single manuscript, which breaks off 
before the narrative on Trajan has begun, !?? but the extant text, with its hor- 
tatory introduction, its information on strategy and battle sites, and its choice 
of Alexander and Trajan as exempla of successful invaders of Persia, leaves 
no doubt about the intentions of its author. He was using history and his- 
toricizing rhetoric to influence the events of his own day. 

Festus and Eutropius did much the same, although they differ from one 
another in the degree of emphasis they place on the east. Eutropius devotes 
great attention to the importance of military activity and territorial expan- 
sion throughout Roman history. He is especially careful to catalog affairs on 
the eastern frontier, but his decision to treat periods even before Roman ex- 
pansion eastward makes it more difficult to identify a geographical center 
ofgravity for his work. Perhaps for this reason, within months after Eutropius 
had completed his breviarium, Valens set Festus to compose a breviarium de 
breviario, which kept a much narrower focus on the east.!®* Festus organized 
his history geographically rather than chronologically. Unlike Eutropius, he 
did not begin "from the foundation of the city" and was thus able to gloss 
over most republican history before Rome's first encounters with Parthia. 


lin 1974 tried to redate Theodosius's renaming of Valentia to 368, but Salway 1981, 382, still ac- 
cepts 369. 

180. Momigliano 1963; Eadie 1967, 10-20; Herzog-Schmidt 1989, 173—75; Chauvot 1998, 
207-19. 

181. It. Alex. 1, 4. On the date, see Barnes 19852, 135. On the authorship, see Lane Fox 
1997, 240-47. I use the critical edition of Tabacco 1992, 112-51, for sections 1-23 and the 
editio princeps of Mai 1817 for the remainder. For bibliography, see Herzog-Schmidt 1989, 214-15 
and Lane Fox 1997, 239 n. 1. 

182. It. Alex. 3: "scilicet ut incentivum virtutibus tuis." 

183. Milan, Ambros. P 49 sup., fols. 54v-64v. 

184. The incipit: "Breviarium Festi de breviario rerum gestarum populi romani" is found 
in MSS E B P. Momigliano 1963, 85-86, had suggested—perhaps half in jest—that Valens felt 
Eutropius's brief history remained too long and commissioned Festus to abbreviate it further. 
To the similar conclusion of Eadie 1967, 14-16, see the review of Cameron 1969. On this ques- 
tion, see also Boer 1972, 173-6; Bird 1986, 18-20; 1993, xxiv. 
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He divided his narrative into three parts, set off by programmatic lemmata. 
These begin with a survey of Rome's acquisition of provincial territories west 
of the Hellespont (4—9) and then move, with much greater emphasis, to the 
acquisition of eastern territories (10-14). This second part is introduced: 
"In obedience to your command, I shall now explicate the eastern territo- 
ries and the entire Orient and the provinces placed under the neighboring 
sun in order that the zeal displayed by your clemency for the propagation 
of those same may be incited all the more" (10). A similarly revealing pro- 
grammatic passage introduces the third and longest part (15-29), which enu- 
merates the conflicts between Rome and Persia down to Festus's own day.!® 
Thus more than two-thirds of Festus's breviarium is devoted to the eastern 
empire, most ofit to Romano-Persian military history. Lest there be any doubt 
as to his purpose in assembling this information, Festus closes with a vale- 
dictory wishing Valens a Persian victory to match his recent Gothic success.!*° 
In both breviaria, then, and particularly in that of Festus, the purpose is be- 
yond doubt: to employ historical discourse as a practical instrument to pre- 
pare for and justify a war against Persia.!®7 

On the simplest level, this implied cataloging the essentials of warfare. 
Thus, Festus and Eutropius, like Polemius before them, offer statistics on 
troop strength and casualty figures in previous engagements.!5^ Much more 
important than practical concerns, however, were ideological issues. Late Ro- 
mans were obsessed with the growth of their empire, both as a historical fact 
and as a contemporary desideratum. Imperial panegyrics gush with the 
rhetoric of conquest, forever encouraging emperors to extend the limites or 
praising them for doing so.'? Festus and Eutropius were also active partici- 
pants in this discourse. With Festus, this is obvious in the schematic outline 
he offers of the growth of the empire. He prefaces this with an overview of 
“how much Rome expanded /quantum Roma profecerit]” under each of three 
"types of rule*: kings, consuls, and emperors (3). He then proceeds to offer 


185. Festus 15: "Scio nunc, inclyte princeps, quo tua pergat intentio. Requiris profecto, quo- 
tiens Babyloniae ac Romanorum arma conlata sint et quibus vicibus sagittis pila contenderint." 

186. Festus 30: *ut ad hanc ingentem de Gothis etiam Babyloniae tibi palma pacis accedat." 

187. Both Festus and Eutropius openly state that they were writing at Valens's request (Eutr. 
praef.: “ex voluntate manseutudinis tuae." Festus 1: “clementia tua praecepit; parebo libens prae- 
cepto”; cf. 10, 15, 30). Previous scholars have placed too much emphasis on the personal role 
of these authors in actively directing Valens's eastern policy (see, e.g., Peachin 1985, 159; Bird 
1986; 1993, xx). In fact, Valens must have known what his stance toward Persia would be be- 
fore he ever set his magistri memoriaeto work. Their breviaria are not reflections of their personal 
opinions, but rather historical justifications for Valens's intended eastern campaigns. 

188. Festus 6, 12, 16, 25. Eutr. 2.5, 6, 9, 13, 14, 20, 21, 24, 27, 28, 3.8, 13, 16, 20, 4.4, 6, 
5.1, 6, 6.8, 12, 20, 9.22. It. Alex. 17, 56, 59, 80-81, 95-96. Cf. Boer 1972, 142-45. 

189. See pp. 143-45. On the rhetoric of expansion earlier in the empire, see Campbell 
1984. 394-401. 
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region-by-region summaries describing, “in what order the Roman state ac- 
quired its individual provinces.”!” These summaries culminate in precisely 
the territories in Armenia and Mesopotamia whose control Valens wished 
to dispute. 

In the second half of his narrative, Festus follows a similarly schematic 
pattern, in which Roman territorial compromises are always followed by new 
conquests. Nero loses Armenia to the Persians, but Trajan regains it and 
forms new provinces (20). Hadrian abandons Trajan's eastern provinces, but 
Severus creates them anew (20-21). Gallienus allows Mesopotamia to lapse, 
but Galerius and Diocletian regain it (23, 25). This cycle of loss and recon- 
quest concludes with Jovian's loss of Nisibis and Mesopotamia (29). By the 
pattern of history established in Festus, it fell to Valens to restore these ter- 
ritories.!?! Themistius confirms that the emperor intended to do so in an 
oration of 368, where he names the reacquisition of Mesopotamia at the head 
of a wish list that includes the Gothic and Alamannic victories also antici- 
pated by Valens and his brother.!?? 

Eutropius, although less schematic, was equally concerned with Rome's 
expansion. His early chapters chart Rome's slow early growth as it conquered 
peoples twelve, then sixteen, then eighteen miles from the city.?? With the 
advent of republican magistrates, Eutropius notes an increase in the pace of 
expansion, which continued down through Augustus (2.1). This phenome- 
non was particularly remarkable under Julius Caesar, who added a region 
that extended *in circumference up to thirty-two hundred miles" (6.17), and 
Augustus, who gained control ofa previously unprecedented number of ter- 
ritories and peoples (7.9-10). Augustus's acquisitions were matched only by 
those of Trajan, whom Eutropius ranks above all emperors: “He extended 
far and wide the boundaries of the Roman Empire, which, after Augustus, 
had been defended rather than honorably enlarged."?* With his Dacian 


190. Festus 4: “quo ordine autem singulas provincias Romana res publica adsecuta sit." Sicily 
and Africa (4), Spain (5), Gaul and Britain (6), Illyria and Greece (7-8), Thrace (9), Asia Mi- 
nor (10), Anatolia (11), Syria and Palestine (12), Egypt and Cyrenaica (13), Armenia and 
Mesopotamia (14). On the provincial lists that conclude each section, see Eadie 1967, 154-71; 
Boer 1972, 197-99; Peachin 1985, 159-60. 

191. Eadie 1967, 153, offers the odd interpretation that Festus concluded his narrative with 
the 363 treaty because "there simply was nothing further to report." Bird 1986, 19, is surely 
right that Festus's aim was to encourage Valens to follow the examples of Trajan, Diocletian, 
and Julian by re-conquering this land. 

192. Them. Or. 8.114c; cf. 11.148d-149a. 

193. Eutr. 1.4, 5, 8. For further examples of Eutropius's concern with the distance of bat- 
tles and conquests from Rome, see 1.15, 17,19, 20, 2.5, 8, 12, 3.14. See also Boer 1972, 120-24. 

194. Eutr. 8.2. Cf. Festus 20: "Traianus, qui post Augustum Romanae rei publicae movit 
lacertos, Armeniam recepit a Parthis." This metaphor is taken from Florus praef. 8: “[populus 
Romanus] sub Traiano principe movit lacertos," where it fits into a larger analogy between the 
human body and the empire. 
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province alone, Trajan added a region whose circumference was a thousand 
miles (8.2). Little wonder that he and Augustus were, for Eutropius, the 
touchstones of imperial felicitas.” They better than anyone fulfilled the most 
important requisite of imperial rule, expansionism. 

By contrast, those rulers who failed to acquire territories, or, worse yet, 
those who actually lost them, were judged harshly. Tiberius was criticized 
for failing to campaign personally, Nero for nearly losing Britain and suf- 
fering setbacks in Armenia, and Gallienus for allowing Dacia to lapse.!%° 
Worst of all, Hadrian actually chose to abandon Trajan's new provinces of 
Assyria, Mesopotamia, and Armenia and wanted to desert Dacia as well, out 
of envy for Trajan (8.6). This shameful retreat was matched only by that en- 
gineered under Valens's predecessor: ^[Jovian] made what was, in fact, a 
necessary but shameful peace [pax ignobilis] with Shapur, for he was pun- 
ished territorially and surrendered a certain portion of the Roman Empire. 
Before his time, this had never happened in practically one thousand and 
eighteen years since the Roman Empire had been founded.”!” The claim 
that Jovian's withdrawal was unique in Roman history is contradictory, given 
that Eutropius has just described Hadrian's abandonment of the same ter- 
ritories and Aurelian’s official renunciation of Dacia.!”® Precisely because 
of its tenuousness, however, Eutropius’s claim draws attention to itself as a 
crucial element in the rhetoric of his breviarium. In fact, the claim proba- 
bly represented the official position of Valens's administration, which is also 
why Festus repeated it in his own breviarium, and Ammianus and Eunapius 
later took it up as well.? Eutropius’s “official” version thus became nor- 
mative for viewing the abandonment of Nisibis and the five trans-Tigritane 
territories. Placed under his spotlight, the event glared back as an egre- 


195. As Eutropius 8.5 notes, later emperors were praised as "Felicior Augusto, melior Tra- 
iano!" Cf. Aurelius Victor's relative lack of interest in territorial expansion, which he mentions 
only five times in De Caesaribus (1.2, 2.3, 13.3, 20.15-16, 39.37) and the same relative lack of 
interest at Epit. 1.7, 2.9, 5.4, 9.13, 11.2, 48.5. See Bird 1984, 41-59, on Aurelius Victor's gen- 
eral lack of interest in militaria. 

196. On Tiberius, see Eutr. 7.11. On Nero, see Eutr. 7.14; cf. Festus 20: "amisit Armeniam." 
On Gallienus, see Eutr. 9.8; Festus 23. On the shamefulness of abandoning territory, see AM 
25.9.3; cf. Potter 1990, 12-13. 

197. Eutr. 10.17. 

198. Eutr. 8.6, 9.15. On Hadrian, see Festus 20. On Dacia, see Festus 8, with Boer 1972, 
201-3. Eutropius certainly accompanied Julian's expedition and must have been with the army 
when Nisibis was evacuated (Eutr. 10.16; cf. Bird 1993, x-xi; xxii). This helps explain his dis- 
may at the treaty, but not his mendacity about its uniqueness. 

199. Festus 29: “condicionibus (quod numquam antea accidit) dispendiosis Romanae rei 
publicae inpositis." AM 25.9.9-11. Cf. Bird 1993, 163 n. 36-7; Matthews 1989, 187. Zosimus 
(3.32.1—6) must derive from Eunapius, pace Paschoud 2.1: 221—23 n. 93 and 1975, 184-206. 
Similar rhetoric on the unjust loss of territory in 363 can be found at Them. Or. 8.119c. 
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giously disgraceful blemish in Roman history: the treaty was unique and 
therefore unacceptable. 

Hand in hand with the ideology of expansionism goes the ideal of tri- 
umphal rulership. Both Festus and particularly Eutropius were obsessed with 
this as well.?°° Given that military victories constitute high points in history, 
they feature in all breviaria, but Eutropius lists no fewer than sixty-one. Nor 
was he content simply to relate victories in battle. Rather, he carefully cata- 
logs actual triumphal processions,??! making special note of years with mul- 
tiple triumphs, triumphs over new peoples, or significant features in tri- 
umphal processions.?” This obsession partly reflects the fact that Valens had 
just celebrated a Gothic triumph of his own, but it also betrays an assump- 
tion that successful rule can be equated with success in battle. 

Nor was military success anywhere more glorious than in the east. Eu- 
tropius noted this when he called attention to the simultaneous triumphs 
of Marcus and Lucius Lucullus over Thrace and Pontus/Armenia respec- 
tively. The latter, he says, won greater glory for having conquered such pow- 
erful kingdoms (6.10). Indeed, all emperors must have regarded an east- 
ern victory as the apex of success; Alexander the Great had paved a path to 
glory that every emperor yearned to follow. Some actually did so in a self- 
conscious, at times even maniacal, fashion. Caracalla was fortunately mur- 
dered before he could finish acting out his Alexander fantasy, and Julian's 
more sober, although equally dangerous, Persian invasion was similarly 
tinged with imitatio Alexandri.” Even more temperate sorts found the ex- 
ample of Alexander a powerful stimulus. With his Itinerarium Alexandri, 
Polemius kindled Constantius's ambitions with direct comparisons between 
Alexander and his dedicatee and directly encouraged the emperor to sub- 
jugate all of Persia.*°* So too, Festus and Eutropius used the examples of 


200. Boer 1972, 147, 159, 164-66, 203-4. For triumphs in Festus, see 21, 22, 25. On tri- 
umphal rulership in late antiquity, see McCormick 1986; Straub 1939, 7-75- 

201. Eutr. 1.6, 11, 20, 2.1 (three), 2, 5, 9, 14 (two), 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 3.2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
23, 4.2, 4, 5, 8, 14 (three), 19 (two), 22, 23, 25 (two), 27 (two), 5.9 (two), 6.2, 3, 5 (four), 10 
(two), 15 (three), 7.5, 13, 20, 23 (three), 8.9, 13, 9.27. Cf. Florus, whose much fuller narrative 
uses triumphus and its cognates much more sparingly and much more loosely as an equivalent 
to "victory in battle." He uses the word to refer to triumphal processions only nine times (1.13.26, 
18.9-10, 28.12, 30.5, 34.17, 36.17, 38.10, 2.10.9, 13.88-89); cf. Fele 1975, 685-86. 

202. For multiple triumphs, see Eutr. 2.1, 4.14, 19, 25, 27, 5.9, 6.5, 10, 15. For triumphal 
firsts, see 1.6, 2.9, 14, 3.4, 7.5. For special features, see 3.23, 4.4, 8. He also catalogs generals 
who won important triumphal titles; see 3.23, 4.4, 6.3, 8.18. 

203. On Julian’s imitatio Alexandri, see Lane Fox 1997, 247-52, with bibliography. On imi- 
tatio Alexandri more broadly, see Heuss 1954, esp. 99-101; Wirth 1975, 200-209; Meyer 1980, 
414-17; Campbell 1984, 391-93; Potter 1990, 372. 

204. It. Alex. 1, 5, 8—11. Julian also claimed to desire the total conquest of Persia; see Ephrem 
CJ 2.15; Lib. Ep. 1402; Or. 12.100, 15.2, 18.1, 282. 
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those successful in the east to incite Valens. Festus offers a catalog of the 
campaigns of succeeding commanders and emperors in which he judges 
leaders based almost exclusively on their performance in the Orient.?® Sim- 
ilarly, Eutropius carefully lists all of the major figures who fought on the 
eastern frontier,””° laying particular emphasis on Trajan's successes, to which 
he devotes an unparalleled number of chapters.??" Here, Eutropius, like the 
author of the Itinerarium Alexandri, makes a conscious effort to draw atten- 
tion to the similarity between his patron and his great imperial predeces- 
sor. By setting Trajan's Dacian campaigns *in those territories which the 
Taifali, Victoali and Tervingi now hold," Eutropius emphasizes how Valens's 
recent victory in the former Dacia mirrored Trajan's own successes there.?0 
By extension, it implies the expectation of similar successes in the east to 
follow those of Trajan. 

Most important, Festus and Eutropius provided Valens with practical 
guides to Rome's historical claims to the territories of the east. With the rise 
of the Sassanians in the early third century, the Romans came to face an em- 
pire that based its aggressive stance toward Rome at least partly on the priv- 
ileges of the past. From the beginning, Ardashir I seems to have claimed links 
with the Achaemenid Persians, whose empire had once stretched as far west 


205. Lucullus 15; Pompey 16; Crassus 17; Ventidius Bassus and Marcus Antonius 18; Au- 
gustus 19; Nero and Trajan 20; Lucius Verus, Septimius Severus, and Caracalla 21; Severus 
Alexander, Gordian III 22; Valerian, Gallienus 23; Aurelian, Carus 24; Diocletian, Galerius 25; 
Constantine 26 (planned); Constantius 27; Julian 28; Jovian 29. 

206. Lucullus 6.9-10; Pompey 6.12-14; Crassus 6.18; Ventidius Bassus 7.5; Mark Antony 
7.6; Augustus 7.9; Trajan 8.3; Lucius Verus 8.9; Septimius Severus 8.18; Caracalla 8.20; Severus 
Alexander 8.23; Gordian III 9.2; Valerian 9.7; Aurelian 9.13; Carus 9.18; Diocletian, Galerius 
9.25; Constantine 10.8 (planned); Constantius 10.10; Julian 10.16; Jovian 10.17. Ammianus 
(23.5.16-18) portrays Julian as offering a similar catalog of eastern commanders in his harangue 
to the troops before the Persian invasion of 363 (Lucullus, Pompey, Ventidius / Mark Antony, 
Trajan, Lucius Verus, Septimius Severus, Gordian III); cf. Jul. Or. 1.17d-18a. 

207. Eutr. 8.2-5. See also Boer 1972, 149; cf. 199 and 205 on Festus and Trajan. Lightfoot 
1990, 121—25, offers interesting insights on the glorification of Trajan's Persian achievements 
during the fourth century; cf. Syme 1971, 91-112. Eutropius also devotes considerable atten- 
tion to Aurelian (9.13-15), the restorer of Roman prestige in the east, whose accomplishments 
(Gothic victory, monetary reform, fortification) also mirror Valens's own. 

208. Eutr. 8.2; cf. Bird 1986, 13-14, and 1993, xxi. A comparison is perhaps also implied 
at Festus 26 between Valens and Constantine, who set out for the east: “recenti de Gothis vic- 
toria gloriosior." Eutropius also notes instances where brothers campaigned simultaneously and 
triumphed in unison (4.4, 4.25, 6.10). The parallel he draws to Marcus Aurelius and Lucius 
Verus is picked up by Festus 21, who further develops the theme: “Antonini duo . . . pariter Au- 
gusti, imperium orbis aequata primum potestate tenuerunt. Sed ex his Antonius iuniorad expeditionem 
Parthicam profectus est; . . . ingenti gloria de Persis cum socero triumphavit." See also Eutr. 8.10: 
"cum fratre eodem socero triumphavit." The clear reference to the equality of the brother Au- 
gusti and to the necessity for the iunior colleague to campaign in the east were probably meant 
to reflect Valens's own situation. For the theme of return to the days of Trajan, Marcus, and 
Antoninus under the Valentiniani, see Them. Or. 13.166b. 
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as the Aegean and even up to the river Strymon in Macedonia.” Either he 
or his son, Shapur I, also began to argue that their Achaemenid background 
justified claims to these “ancestral” territories.?!? A letter from Shapur II to 
Constantius that Ammianus preserves confirms that the claim remained very 
much a bone of diplomatic contention in Valens's own day.?!! Indeed, it prob- 
ably colored the demands of Shapur II when he oversaw the rearrangement 
of the eastern frontier in 363. In the face of this historically determined 
justification for Sassanian aggression, Valens must certainly have understood 
the importance of historical discourse for his own ambitions. 

Here Festus in particular would have been useful in helping Valens make 
his case. We have seen that his account offers a schematic outline of Rome's 
eastern acquisitions. This overview (10—14) emphasizes the legal rights Rome 
had obtained through inheritance, conquest or the requests of indigenous 
peoples for Roman annexation.?!? Armed with this information, Valens could 
promote the empire's legal rights to territories that Shapur argued should 
be his. Of course, the ideal and the reality of Shapur's claims were far from 
compatible. Although his letter to Constantius promotes an ancestral right 
to all of Asia, he had little practical expectation of actually winning this land. 
Thus, despite its rhetoric, Shapur's letter, in fact, demands only the return 
of the territories on the Sassanian border surrendered by Persia under his 
grandfather in 299.?? 

These territories, upper Mesopotamia and Armenia, are treated in par- 
ticular detail in Festus's fourteenth chapter. To summarize his summary: Lu- 
cullus first conquered Armenia and the city of Nisibis,?!* although he soon 
lost both; Armenia was later won back by Pompey, along with the territories 
of Syria and Phoenice. Trajan won Armenia, Mesopotamia, and Assyria and 
first extended the “eastern frontier beyond the banks of the Tigris [limes or- 
eintalis supra ripas Tigridis] ; although these were ceded by Hadrian, Meso- 
potamia at least remained an object of dispute; it was won and lost again four 
timesuntil Diocletian (read Galerius) defeated the Persians, established suze- 


209. Tabari 814 (p. 3 Bosworth); cf. Christensen 1944, 59-62, and Jul. Epistulae, leges, po- 
emata, fragmenta varia 205 (Shapur II as a descendant of Darius). 

210. Dio Cass. 80.4.1; Herodian 6.2.1-2, 4.4—5. The origins of the Sassanian demand for 
the return of Achaemenid lands are much debated. Winter 1988, 26-44; Frendo 1992; and 
Lee 1993, 21-22, argue for an early origin for the Sassanian claims to Achaemenid ancestry 
and territory. Contra Kettenhofen 1984; Potter 1990, 370-80. 

211. AM 17.5.3-8. Ammianus tells us that he does not reproduce the letter verbatim but 
follows its sense. There is every reason to believe he had at his disposal a copy of the actual mis- 
sive; cf. Christensen 1944, 237-8; Jonge 1977, 133-34; Matthews 1989, 39-40 n. 2. 

212. Inheritance: 10 Asia; 11 Bithynia; 13 Libya. Conquest: 10 Syria, Lydia, Caria, Helle- 
spont, Phrygia; 11 Pamphylia, Lycia, Pisidia, Pontus; 12 Syria, Cilicia, Isauria; 13 Egypt; 14 Syria, 
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219. AM 17.5.6; cf. 5.11, 14.1; Lib. Ep. 331; Or. 59.71. 

214. Eutr. 6.9 also notes Lucullus's capture of Nisibis. 
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rainty over the five trans-Tigritane territories, and restored the “frontier be- 
yond the banks of the Tigris /limes supra ripas Tigridis]”; this peace had lasted 
down to the time of Constantius II.?!? To drive home the point, Festus de- 
velops this synopsis even more fully in the second half of his history. Such 
an overview must have been invaluable to an emperor facing a Persian dy- 
nasty that pressed its own territorial ambitions under the guise of historical 
right. By providing Valens with a blueprint of Rome's historical claims to up- 
per Mesopotamia, Festus was justifying and reinforcing those claims. 

Both Eutropius and Festus also note the origin of Rome's right to crown 
the client kings of Armenia, Iberia, Panticapaeum, and the Albani and Arabs. 
The knowledge that Rome's suzerainty over these client kingdoms stretched 
back to Pompey must also have been useful to Valens, who eventually chose 
to transgress the 363 treaty in these kingdoms of the sub-Caucasus.?!? By the 
same token, Festus and Eutropius make no mention of Philip the Arab's treaty 
of 244, which had ceded the right to crown the Armenian king to Persia. 
Other sources confirm Rome's loss of Armenian suzerainty in the years af- 
ter 244, but Festus and Eutropius omit the treaty altogether.?!" If their omis- 
sion was deliberate, it must have represented an attempt to present Valens 
with a stronger “historical” claim than history actually allowed.?!® 

Eutropius goes even further in shaping history to meet the exigencies of 
Valens's frontier policy. Not only was he obsessed with triumphs, but he of- 
fers a good deal of information on treaties as well. He mentions a total of 
fourteen treaty negotiations, often with explicit details of terms and obliga- 
tions.?? Once again, this was certainly conditioned in part by Valens's re- 
cent treaty with the Goths, for which comparanda might have been useful. 
Nevertheless, in his presentation, Eutropius gave special emphasis to Rome's 
stubborn insistence on obtaining favorable terms and its staunch refusal to 


215. Festus 14; cf. 25. 

216. Festus 16; cf. 14. Eutr. 6.13-14; cf. 8.3. At Festus 19, Pompey's settlement of the east 
after the Mithridatic war is again cited as the basis of Rome's eastern claim in the context of 
Gaius Caesar's diplomatic exchange with the Parthians in A.D. 1 (*ex instituto Pompei"). On 
the importance of Pompey in Festus's narrative, see Boer 1972, 206—7. Similar historical ar- 
guments were already at play in the late first century A.D. (Tac. Ann. 13.34, 15.13-14). 

217. Rome seems to have reached a nonintervention pact respecting Armenia in 244, but 
it was not until 252-53 that Shapur I actually invaded and imposed his son as king of Armenia. 
See most recently Winter 1988, 80-123, with full bibliography, and Potter 1990, 221-25. Most 
of the literary and epigraphical sources are collected at Dodgeon and Lieu 1991, 45-47. 

218. Rather than focus on the empire's losses under the treaty terms of 244, Festus 23 and 
Eutr. 9.10-11 shift the emphasis to Shapur's successful invasions of the Roman frontier under 
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219. Eutr. 2.9, 12-13, 27, 3.21-22, 4.2, 4, 7, 17, 5.7, 6.13, 7.9, 10.7, 17. Eutropius does 
not mention the terms of the 299 treaty with Persia. 
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ratify treaties that were unacceptable. Thus the Romans had refused Pyrrhus's 
first peace offer in 280 B.C. because he would not evacuate Italy, and Scipio 
went to war with Hannibal in 202 B.c. when the latter balked at the peace 
terms offered by Rome.?” After the disaster at the Caudine Forks in 321 B.C., 
the Senate had refused to ratify the treaty terms agreed to by T. Veturius and 
Sp. Postumius, choosing instead to take the war back to the Samnites.??! 
When Calpurnius Bestia made an outrageous treaty (pax flagitiosissima) with 
the Numidians in 111 B.c., the Senate had rejected it outright and waged 
war on Jugurtha. So, too, after the Numantines had defeated Q. Pompeius 
and forced a shameful treaty on him (pax ignobilis) and later worsted C. Hos- 
tilius Mancinus and imposed the same on him (fax infamis), the Senate had 
once again refused to ratify their agreements and made war on Numantia 
in 133 B.C.?? It is precisely these exempla that Eutropius later cites when 
he condemns the latest pax ignobilis, Jovian's 363 treaty.??? He thus sets upa 
scenario in which it is acceptable to refuse obedience to treaty terms when 
these are reprehensible. By his logic, not only would Valens be justified in 
refusing to abide by Jovian's treaty; in keeping with the precedents of Ro- 
man history, he was obliged to break it. 

Eutropius and Festus were thus engaging in a historical discourse with very 
real political and military implications. Writing for Valens in precisely the 
period when his policy was shifting from passivity to aggression, both helped 
to promote that policy with the rhetoric of aggression, expansion, and real- 
politik. Both concentrated heavily on the eastern frontier, whose history they 
schematized as an ongoing struggle by Rome to retain its just claims to ter- 
ritorial control established in 66 s.c. Both vaunted the glories of imperial 
expansion and derided past rulers who had allowed subject territories to 
lapse. And both—but especially Eutropius— emphasized that integral to 
Rome's history was a stubborn refusal to accept any treaty that—because of 
its concessions—was a priori unacceptable. When Valens undertook his war 
against Shapur in 370, then, he had in his arsenal a powerful weapon in the 


220. Eutr. 2.12-13, 3.22; cf. 5.7. 

221. Eutr. 2.9: "pax tamen a senatu et populo soluta est quae cum ipsis propter necessitatem 
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222. Eutr. 4.17, 26. 
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ment. Matthews 1989, 187, points out that the constitutional situations were totally different 
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nobilis, see AM 25.7.13: *quo ignobili decreto firmato"; 27.12.1: ^pudendae pacis icta foedera"; 
cf. Zos. 3.32.4: aloxiorn eiprjvn on 244. 
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ongoing ideological struggle between Rome and Persia over the rights to Ar- 
menia and upper Mesopotamia. 


BANDITS AND BARBARIANS OF THE EAST: 

VALENS AND THE MARATOCUPRENI, ISAURIANS, AND SARACENS 
While he was defending what remained of Roman Mesopotamia, while he 
was upholding Roman interests in Armenia and Iberia, while he was keep- 
ing an eye on the Danube frontier and guarding against the omnipresent 
threat of usurpation, Valens was faced with a number of separate and equally 
dangerous security issues in the east. Some of these involved peoples resid- 
ing well within what we conceive of as the established “boundaries” of Ro- 
man rule; others, peoples intertwined with its fringes, neither firmly within 
Roman control nor completely outside it. If we are fully to understand Va- 
lens's policies on the eastern frontier, we must examine the history and causes 
of these conflicts between the imperial authorities and the various groups 
that inhabited Syria, Isauria, and Arabia. 

In Roman Syria, Valens faced a security problem with a group of people 
who called themselves Maratocupreni and dwelt in a homonymous village 
near Apamea. The name Maratocupreni, from the Syriac maría (cave), 
implies that the bandits used the cavernous hillsides north of Apamea to shel- 
ter themselves from reprisals by civic and imperial authorities.??* Ammianus, 
our best source for their activities, describes just one of their schemes: they 
formed a band, disguised themselves as an imperial official (rationalis) and 
his retinue, and plundered the house ofa wealthy Syrian under the pretense 
that he had been proscribed. With this and other such plots, the Mara- 
tocupreni amassed considerable wealth, which, Ammianus says, they used 
to establish luxurious homes and settle their families.”? 

Ammianus's placement of the notice in his narrative indicates that these 
raids became particularly acute around the time of the revolt in Britain be- 
tween 367 and 369. Although scholars have been reluctant to assign a firmer 
date to the apex of their banditry, a reference in Themistius may confirm 
that news of an increase in troubles reached Valens in early 368.??9 In light 
of this news, Valens apparently felt that the Maratocupreni had become 
threatening enough to require imperial intervention. Ammianus reports that 
they were exterminated by an imperialis motus, probably the movement of 


224. For the name, see Shahid 1984a, 172 n. 127. Ibid. 172-74 offers a religious rationale 
for the Maratocupreni uprising, a suggestion with no basis in the sources. 

225. AM 28.2.11-14. For the rationalis [rei privatae], see A. H. M. Jones 1964, 412-13. 

226. Them. Or. 8.117a: où de ék Mvowv Poivixas Ebopäs kai Ómepayavakréis dóucovuévov. 
Heather and Matthews 1991, 32 n. 59, suggest a reference to the Mavia revolt, but this was much 
later; cf. pp. 208-9. Instead, the Maratocupreni seem to be at issue (Lenski 1999a, 311 n. 19). 
For the raids in Britain, see P. Salway 1981, 374-93. 
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Valens's army into Syria in early 370. Libanius later described the executions 
in graphic terms: mothers with babes in arms thrust into the flames.??? Valens 
apparently wanted to eliminate the problem root and branch. 

Such tares are not, however, so easily extirpated. Prior to this incident, the 
urban centers of Syria had been unable to check the bandits on their own. In- 
deed, banditry had regularly presented problems in the region, even long be- 
fore the arrival of Roman power in the first century B.c.??® The rocky terrain 
ofthe limestone massif north of Apamea was ideally suited to sheltering ban- 
dits, and locals regarded raiding as an acceptable occupation. Not surpris- 
ingly, then, such raids crop up again in the fifth-century sources. They could 
no more be ignored than the problems with Persia, since, although smaller 
in scale, they were often more immediate in their impact on provincials. 

A more profound security threat came from a bandit people who were 
much better organized and far more destructive, the Isaurians.??? The ter- 
ritory of Isauria, on the southern coast of Anatolia, was home to an indige- 
nous culture dating to Hittite times that remained remarkably resistant to 
assimilation by larger empires.??? Here, as in Syria, the presence of moun- 
tains, in this case the precipitous peaks of the Taurus, provided refuge from 
central authorities. Indeed, the terrain of the Isaurian hinterland was so 
rugged that it afforded its inhabitants refuge equivalent to a giant natural 
fortress.??! Even so, literary and archaeological evidence indicates that the 
problem of Isaurian banditry had been brought under heel in the first two 
centuries A.Dp.?? During this period, the Isaurian elite appears to have be- 
come largely sedentarized and to have assimilated itself to the provincial elites 
in neighboring regions. Unfortunately for Rome, this calm was uncommon 
for the region and ultimately short-lived. Following Shapur I’s invasion of 
the eastern empire in 260, an invasion that carried a Persian division into 
the Isaurian Taurus, the problem seems to have flared up with renewed 
vigor.?? The wealth and social organization afforded by Roman rule in the 
region had transformed Isauria's elite into a much more powerful force. 


227. Lib. Or. 48.36; cf. Ep. 1385. 

228. Isaac 1992, 64-65; cf. 1984. On brigandage in the ancient world more generally, see 
Shaw 1984 and 1993. 
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Lewin 1991; Lenski 1999b. 

230. Houwink ten Cate 1965, 190-201; Shaw 1990. See also Er 1991 on the continuity of 
culture reflected in Isaurian art. 

291. See SHA Tyr. Trig. 26.6. On topography, see Mutafian 1988, 14-20; Hild and Hellen- 
kemper 1990, 22-29. 

232. Lenski 1999b, 431-39. 

233. On Shapur I’s invasion of Isauria, see RGDSII. 27-31, with Kettenhofen 1982, 111-20. 
On Isauria as a breakaway territory from the third century onward, see Rouge 1966; Lewin 1991, 
172-80. Shaw 1990 contends that the Isaurian hinterland never broke away, because it was never 
truly controlled by the Roman state in the first place, but see Lenski 1999b; cf. Mitchell 1999. 


198 VALENS AND THE EASTERN FRONTIER 


Thus, by the fourth century, Isaurian troubles had grown to such an extent 
that the Romans no longer faced isolated, small-scale raids, butan organized, 
perhaps confederated enemy in what amounted to open warfare.?*4 

Thanks again to Ammianus, we have particularly good evidence for 
Isaurian activities in the mid fourth century.?? Already in the second chap- 
ter of his extant narrative, Ammianus reports a major uprising in 353 that 
affected territory stretching into Lycia and Pamphylia in the east and Ly- 
caonia in the north.?96 In this revolt, the Isaurian raiders were eventually able 
to lay siege to the provincial capital of Seleucia, which, like other urban cen- 
ters surrounding the hinterland, remained in Roman control.??? Despite re- 
sistance from civic and limitanean garrisons stationed in the region, the high- 
land rebels were only forced back into the mountains with the arrival of 
imperial field troops.??? In 359, they broke into revolt once again and were 
only placated after a settlement was brokered by the inhabitants of Ger- 
manicopolis, a small city in the hinterland that apparently served as a nerve 
center for bandit coordination.??? 

Finally, Ammianus tells us that in the first years of Valens's reign, a third 
large-scale revolt broke out, which was able to gain momentum because 
Valens failed to send imperial troops to quash it in its early stages.?*? Eunapius 
reports that the situation was bad enough that Musonius, the vicarius Asiae, 
felt compelled to lead a band of lightly armed civic police (diogmitae) against 
the raiders.?*! These were, however, hardly prepared to contend with fighters 
as experienced as the Isaurians and were easily overwhelmed and slaugh- 
tered. Onlylater, when Valens sent comitatensian units into the region, were 
the bandits once again driven back into the highlands and forced to nego- 
tiate a peace. Shortly after this, the Isaurian governor constructed a fortified 
harbor at Corasium, about ten kilometers north of the mouth of the Caly- 
cadnus, apparently in anticipation of future troubles.?? At the same time, 
Cilicia's governor dedicated three statues to Valentinian, Valens, and Grat- 
ian in Tarsus; similar dedicatory bases are found in Iconium and Pisidian 
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Antioch.?® All were apparently offered in thanksgiving for the emperors’ 
aid in suppressing the Isaurians, a good measure of how wide an area was af- 
fected. A number of indications date this last revolt to 367-68, which would 
explain Valens's tardiness in sending forces, because he was engaged with 
the Goths north of the Danube in 367 and would have been better able to 
spare troops when floods prevented his planned Danube crossing in 368.?** 

The eastern emperor could thus not ignore this major security issue fes- 
tering in the southern reaches of Roman Anatolia. When the Isaurians at- 
tacked, local limitanean units— of which there were at least three —and civic 
police forces were unable to squelch their raids.? The provincials sur- 
rounding the Isaurian hinterland were thus forced to rely on imperial in- 
tervention to put down these uprisings. Moreover, once the Isaurians had 
been driven back into the highlands, even the imperial authorities were un- 
able to eliminate these raiders but were forced to settle peace accords with 
them as if they were a foreign people.” Banditry had turned to war on such 
ascale thatit transformed a part of southern Anatolia into a militarized zone 
that regularly diverted imperial troops and attention. 

Ammianus mentions no more Isaurian uprisings after this 367-68 revolt. 
Zosimus, however, describes an uprising around 375, and Eunapius's frag- 
ments seem to confirm problems at this time.?*" While some have questioned 
the validity of these notices, independent testimony for a revolt in the second 
half of this year survives in some previously unnoticed passages from the let- 
ters of Basil of Caesarea.?*? Taken together, this evidence confirms that the 
375 event was again more like war than simple raiding. The Isaurians ap- 
parently reached as far east as Lycia and as far north as central Anatolia; there 
they actually cut off communication routes between east and west during the 
winter of early 375.749 Valens was once again compelled to send imperial mo- 
bile units, apparently under the direction of the general Saturninus, to com- 
bat the Isaurians from both the northern and southern approaches to the 
Taurus.” 


243. Tarsus: CIL 3.13619-21; cf. CIG 4437. Iconium: CIG 3992. Pisidian Antioch: Levick 
1965, 59-62 = AE 1965, 15. 

244. Lenski 1999a, 319-20. 

245. On limitanean legions, see Not. dign. or. 29.7-8; cf. 7.56. See also AM 14.2.14; VM 
Thecla Mir. 28. Other passages indicate the presence of other imperial units as well (AM 14.2.5, 
8, 12-14, 19.13.1). On civic police forces, see Hopwood 1989; Lenski 1999a. 

246. AM 27.9.7: “per indutias pacem sibi tribui poposcerunt" cf. VM Thecla Mir. 19: ovvönkau. 

247. Zos. 4.20.1-2; cf. Eunap. Hist. fr. 43.4 (Blockley), with Blockley 1981-83, 2: 141 n. 97. 
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VM Thecla Mir. 13 with Dagron 1978, 117, shows that Saturninus led comitatensian units from 
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As in the earlier cases, the arrival of these imperial forces seems to have 
settled the 375 uprising quickly, but Valens's men apparently felt compelled 
to remain in the region to maintain the peace and oversee the rebuilding 
of the road into Iconium, the northern base of operations against the Tau- 
rus.”°! The presence of these units in Isauria in precisely the year when the 
Persian frontier was beginning to become volatile makes Ammianus's si- 
lence about this uprising all the more puzzling. Valens was confronted with 
a problem that forced him to commit comitatenses who might otherwise have 
been used profitably on the Persian frontier. Since they were retained in the 
region down to 377, the Isaurian problem also affected troop availability 
when the time came to resettle the Goths in Thrace in 376.?? This obviously 
sheds new light on Ammianus's testimony about the shortage of manpower 
to oversee the Gothic immigration. The internal security threat posed by 
Isauria had grown so great that it could distract Valens from his efforts against 
foreign powers, first Persia and then the Goths. 

Similar difficulties faced Valens in yet another marginal region, the Ara- 
bian Desert.?? Desert territory abutted the Roman provinces of Syria, Ara- 
bia, and Palestine on the east and south. Even so, eastern Syria and much 
of Rome's province of Arabia lay within the 200 mm p.a. isohyet, which al- 
lows for dry farming and thus settled agriculture. This permitted the Romans 
to continue the process of sedentarizing and urbanizing the Arab peoples, 
which was already well advanced when they arrived. Even just beyond the 
isohyet, Arab peoples regularly settled in oasis communities, the most famous 
of which was Palmyra, a powerful ally of Rome by the second century A.D. 
Because of its strategic location in the eastern desert of Syria, Palmyra was 
able to control not just trade routes and military operations against Persia 
but nomadic Arab groups as well.?°4 

Indeed, despite the remarkable degree of sedentarization around the 
edges of the desert, pastoral transhumance remained a common way of life 
in the region. For centuries, pastoral nomads, the Bedouin, had been mov- 
ing their herds of sheep, goats, and camels between the cultivable edges of 
Syria and Arabia and the deserts east and south of these. Not surprisingly, 
after the Romans arrived, the nomads continued to migrate in and out of 
provincial territory and to maintain contact with the sedentarized commu- 


the south as well. Two funerary inscriptions from Seleucia (C/G 9207, 9230) may record the 
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nities whose territory they passed through.??® Some degree of symbiosis be- 
tween nomads and sedentarists is documented in the Roman period, but ten- 
sions always remained a feature of Romano-Arab relations.?9? After the seden- 
tary stronghold of Palmyra was suppressed in 273, these tensions intensified 
as new concentrations of power coalesced around the Bedouin. Not sur- 
prisingly, at precisely this time, a new word for these nomads first comes into 
common usage in the Greekand Latin sources, Saracen.??? A recent and cred- 
ible hypothesis locates the root of this word in the Arabic sirkat, meaning 
precisely “confederation.”?® It would seem that, with the power vacuum cre- 
ated by the reduction of Palmyra, the Bedouin began to unite in broader as- 
sociations that came to challenge Roman authority on the desert fringe.” 

At the same time that the name “Saracen” comes into common currency, 
we also begin to see more powerful leadership structures emerge among the 
nomads. Bedouin tribes were ruled by sheikhs, some with thousands of fol- 
lowers.” From the late third century, however, we find evidence that these 
sheikhs began to unite under more powerful rulers who styled themselves 
kings—Arabic malik—and claimed hegemony over broader swaths of terri- 
tory and broader groupings of tribes. Although fiercely guarding their own 
independence, these kings often maintained treaty relations with Rome or 
Persia. Our best evidence for such chiefs comes from an inscription found 
at Namara that records the burial in 328 of Imru al Qays, son of Amr ibn 
Adi.?°! We know from the Arab writer al-Tabari (838?-923) that Amr ibn 
Adi headed a confederation called Lakhm, which was centered around Hira 
in southern Persia and had been allied with the Sassanians in the third cen- 
tury.?°? The Namara inscription indicates, however, that by the early fourth 
century, the Lakhmids had moved into Roman territory and shifted their al- 
legiance to the empire. In the inscription, Imru al-Qays boasts of being “the 
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king of the Arabs," a claim he substantiates with reports of military successes 
stretching from Syria deep into the Hejaz. He also reports that he "dealt gen- 
tly with the nobles of the tribes, and appointed them viceroys and they be- 
came phylarchs for the Romans." The inscription thus provides evidence of 
central authority established under a dynasty that initiated allied relations 
with the Roman Empire and conducted wide-ranging military operations. 

Nor were Imru al-Qays and his Lakmids unique. Ammianus refers to a ma- 
lik whom he calls Podosacis phylarchus Assanitarum. The Assanitae are almost 
certainly the Ghassanids, the Saracen group most closely allied to Byzantium 
in the sixth century. In the fourth century, by contrast, Podosacis and his 
Ghassanids were friends of Persia. Indeed, Ammianus tells how they had ear- 
lier made many raids into Roman territory and how they harassed Julian's 
army during its retreat from Persia in 363.?9* In addition to Lakhm and Ghas- 
san, confederations of Tanukh and Salih, both allied to the Romans, are re- 
ported in other sources for the period. Considerable efforts have been made 
to pinpoint the geographical locus of these groups and something of their 
political history, yet only the barest outlines have emerged.?9* What is clear, 
is that the Saracen nomads had coalesced into powerful confederations un- 
der strong leaders, some allied with Rome and others with Persia. Even de- 
spite their alliances with the major powers, these groups always maintained 
sufficient independence to pose a threat to either empire when they chose. 

The threat posed by the Saracens is clear from a number of sources. Al- 
ready in the late third century, a Latin panegyrist briefly alludes to a Saracen 
uprising around Syria that occurred in 290 and waslarge enough to demand 
the intervention of the emperor Diocletian.?® In the years that followed, Dio- 
cletian restructured the old Arabian province by shrinking it to a more man- 
ageable size and reassigning much of its southern territory—Sinai and the 
Negev—to the province of Palestina III.?99 He also began construction of the 
massive defensive system referred to in contemporary sources as the Strata 
Diocletiana.?9" This fortified highway stretched from around Callinicum on 
the Euphrates to Azraq in the south, that is, it followed the 200 mm p.a. iso- 
hyet that marked the eastern limit of Roman territorial control along the 
desert. Considerable recent debate has been focused on the nature and pur- 
pose of this defensive system, but it remains reasonable to assume that it was 
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aimed at hampering Saracen attacks. The construction of defensive struc- 
tures across the desert frontier throughout the early fourth century indicates 
that further conflicts continued to occur??? Even where slight textual evi- 
dence of large-scale warfare can be found, then, other literary and epigraphic 
sources confirm a constant threat from smaller-scale raiding.?9? 

Nor is direct testimony of broader conflict in the early fourth century en- 
tirely lacking, although the same evidence often indicates cooperation as well. 
Julian’s First Oration, for example, reports serious problems around Syria 
ca. 337.7? Later in the same speech, however, Julian indicates that Constan- 
tius had engaged the same Saracens in diplomacy and eventually employed 
them against the Persians, probably in 338.7”! By 354, the Arabs were once 
again attacking Roman territory, as Ammianus reports.?” Yet in 363, Julian 
was met near Callinicum by a group of Saracens who offered him crown gold 
and joined his expeditionary forces as auxiliaries during his Persian cam- 
paign.?? When, in the course of that campaign, Julian refused their demands 
for tribute, these Arab allies broke away from his army and hampered its re- 
treat up the Tigris. Indeed, it is likely that these angry Saracens were actu- 
ally responsible for killing Julian.?’* The Saracen tribes neighboring Roman 
territory thus acted alternately as friend and foe. They were neither entirely 
outside nor entirely inside Roman territory and were thus neither entirely 
outside nor inside the sphere of Roman authority. Instead, they constituted 
a powerful autonomous group allied to Rome in a tenuous relationship that 
at times benefited the empire and at others hurt it gravely.??* 

Most have assumed that in the immediate aftermath of Julian's failed Per- 
sian expedition, Romano-Saracen relations quickly simmered down. These 
have failed to take account of two letters from Libanius to Ulpianus, gover- 
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nor of Arabia in 364. In one of these, Libanius expresses surprise that Ulpi- 
anus has time to write on top of dealing with provincials and battling against 
barbarians.?”° Although the reference is vague, it probably alludes to con- 
tinued tension with the Saracens in the year after they had been snubbed by 
and perhaps murdered Julian. Even so, at some point early in his reign, Valens 
must have reestablished concord. By 375, Themistius could visit the eastern 
frontier and report that the Scenitae—Themistius preserved the older 
name for the Bedouin—were at peace.?”” 

Peace, of course, never meant a cessation of tensions. Many building in- 
scriptions record the construction of forts in the region under Valens: one 
marks a tower at Khirbet es Samra (ca. 367/75), a second, the rebuilding of 
the castellum on the Strata Diocletiana at Deir el Keif (ca. 368/71), a third, 
an unspecified military installation at Dibin east of the Dead Sea (ca. 368), 
and a fourth, fifth, and sixth (ca. 368 and 371), the erection of burgiin the 
area around Umm el Jimal.?”® This intensive activity indicates that Valens 
felt the need to continue fortifying Rome's desert fringe against Saracen at- 
tacks. The Notitia dignitatum records the establishment of two units in the 
province of Palestina under Valens and two more in Arabia, further confirm- 
ing Valens's defensive efforts.?? Given that the new structures and garrisons 
were part of Valens's and Valentinian's larger program of frontier defense, 
they need not imply a response to specific conflicts.”®° Rather, they were rep- 
resentative of the ongoing effort to control smaller nomadic raids and pro- 
tect settled populations that abutted on and even shared Saracen territory. 

At some point toward the end of Valens's reign, ecclesiastical sources tell 
us, the king”! of Rome's Arab allies??? died, leaving only his wife, Mavia, to 
rule as queen.?? In the aftermath of this succession crisis, a major conflict 
arose, which led Mavia into open war with the Romans.?®? Unfortunately, as 
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with the Isaurian revolt of 375, Ammianus reports nothing on Mavia. Our 
sources for the event are entirely Christian and are consequently preoccupied 
with affairs related to Christianity.?®° Although we cannot deny the religious 
implications of this uprising, we must also be careful to look beyond them for 
nonreligious elements that our sources were less interested in treating. 

The extent of Mavia's revolt is reported in Rufinus: “Mavia began to dis- 
turb the towns and cities of the Palestinian and Arabian frontier and at the 
same time to lay waste to neighboring provinces.”??° Sozomen further 
clarifies: ^[T]hey plundered the cities of the Phoenicians and Palestinians 
as far as the regions of Egypt lying left of those who sail toward the source 
of the Nile, which are generally named Arabia.”**’ The raids thus reached a 
vast territory stretching from the province of Phoenice in the north, through 
Arabia and Palestine all the way deep into the Sinai. What appears to be a 
contemporary account of the events, the Relatio Ammonii, confirms that the 
attacks reached as far south as Mount Sinai itself.?5? The Relatio records the 
martyrdom of forty monks who were killed there by the Saracens at some 
point during the exile of Bishop Peter of Alexandria,?® that is, between 973 
and 378. The Saracens had risen up, reports the Relatio, after the death of 
their phylarch,?? almost certainly the husband of Mavia. These Saracens be- 
set the anchorite communities around the holy mountain and killed all but 
a handful of monks, who held out in a tower until a firestorm scared away 
the raiders. The uprising was thus massive and affected a broad swath of the 
southeastern frontier from Phoenicia deep into the Sinai. 

Mavia's uprising was also apparently quite well organized and dangerous. 
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Sozomen, who offers the most detail on the events, reports that the limi- 
tanean troops stationed in the region could not handle it by themselves. The 
comes (?) of Palestine and Arabia thus had to call in the magister equitum et 
peditum per Orientem for assistance.??! Given that Julius is attested in this lat- 
ter office in 371 and again in late 378, it is likely that he is the officer to 
whom Sozomen refers.?” According to Sozomen, the magister equitum et ped- 
itum attempted to meet the Saracens in open battle but was nearly over- 
whelmed. Indeed, he escaped the fray only with the aid of the commander 
of Palestine and Arabia, whom he had earlier ridiculed for his inability to 
suppress this female adversary. The defeat was so noteworthy that, accord- 
ing to Sozomen, the locals continued to talk of it and the Saracens to memo- 
rialize it in song into the mid fifth century.?9? Mavia's revolt was thus a ma- 
jor military event. It must have involved a broad Arab confederation and 
certainly occupied a large number of imperial units. 

Indeed, if we are to believe our Christian sources, it was ultimately the Ro- 
mans who felt compelled to call for peace when their efforts to defeat the Sara- 
cens by force had failed. Mavia granted this only on the condition that the 
Saracens receive as bishop a local holy man named Moses, who was to be con- 
secrated by Roman authorities.?* When Moses himself refused appointment 
at the hands of the Arian patriarch Lucius of Alexandria, he was taken into 
the desert to receive his office from bishops whom Valens had exiled. To fur- 
ther cement the treaty, the general Victor, himself a barbarian, took in mar- 
riage the daughter of Mavia.?” The success of this arrangement is evident from 
the events that followed. In the aftermath of the peace, the Saracens willingly 
sent auxiliary troops with Valens to Thrace to fight against the Goths in 378. 

Saracen participation in Valens's forces in 378 is confirmed not just by 
our ecclesiastical sources, but also by Eunapius, Zosimus, and even Ammi- 
anus, who, as noted, mentions nothing of the revolt itself.” Themistius too 
mentions Arab participation in the imperial army in Thrace as late as 382.79” 
This would seem to indicate that peace prevailed among the Saracens in 
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the early 380s. That the Saracens of the Sinai were quiescent in this period 
is also confirmed by the testimony of the pilgrim Egeria, who was able to 
travel along the Sinai desert coastal road unmolested in 382, albeit with mil- 
itary escorts.?9? By 389, however, we learn from Pacatus's panegyric that Sara- 
cen resistance had once again erupted in Arabia in the recent past. Based 
on some references in Libanius, Irfan Shahid has dated this revolt to 389— 
the year after the Gothic war in Thrace ended.?” One cannot help but won- 
der if the continued retention of the Saracen auxiliaries in Thrace between 
378 and 382 played a role in provoking problems once these auxiliaries were 
returned. 

Indeed, the issue of supplying auxiliary manpower to the Roman armies 
may have been at the root of Mavia's uprising as well. Given the absence of 
explicit testimony, most have avoided attempts to pinpoint a cause for 
Mavia's revolt. Following the ecclesiastical sources, however, Shahid argues 
atlength that Mavia's Saracens had long been Christian, and that these broke 
into revolt because Valens attempted to force Arianism on them by having 
their choice for bishop, Moses, consecrated by the Arian patriarch Lucius.’ 
This analysis has several flaws. First, there is no evidence for widespread con- 
version among the Saracens by this date.9?! Indeed, the ecclesiastical histo- 
rians trumpet Mavia's tribesmen precisely because they were supposedly the 
first Saracens to become Christian. Although we do know of earlier instances 
of conversion by smaller groups of nomadic Arabs, we also know of many 
more examples from considerably later.?? Moreover, the same sources on 
which Shahid bases his case make it quite clear that Mavia's Saracens con- 
verted after Moses’ consecration, at the end of the revolt.??* It is highly un- 
likely, then, that Nicene Christian piety led Mavia to rise up in the first place. 
Indeed, the treaty with Mavia that worked out the terms of conversion seems 
to have stipulated that Moses be consecrated under Roman authority; in the 
circumstances, this meant by an Arian bishop. It was Moses' own choice, not 
Mavia's, to refuse consecration by Lucius, and, according to the ecclesiasti- 
cal sources, Moses was disturbed not by Lucius's Christological stance but by 
the violence the Alexandrian bishop had perpetrated against fellow Chris- 
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copal lists, but he cannot prove that these were Saracen nomads (as opposed to sedentarists), 
let alone the Tanukhid Saracens whom he argues Mavia led. He also falls well short of proving 
his Arab bishops were staunchly Nicene —two were certainly Homoian. See further remarks at 
Bowersock 1986, 114-16. 

302. The evidence is collected at Trombley 1993, 143-73. 

303. Soz. 6.38.9; Theod. HE 4.23.5; Theod. Lect. Epit. 185; Theoph. a.m. 5869. 
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tians.°°* Mavia herself was probably even more indifferent to questions of 
doctrine. Rather, she favored Moses because he was himself of Saracen birth 
and because he had had earlier associations with her tribesmen, near whom 
he lived.?® Religion was thus not so much a cause for Mavia's revolt as an el- 
ement in its settlement. 

I would contend, rather, that the major factor in provoking the revolt was 
Valens's own insistence that the Saracens send military auxiliaries with him 
to fight the Goths in Thrace. Here the date of Mavia's revolt is crucial. Al- 
though there has been much speculation, Glen Bowersock has rightly noted 
that the most reliable chronological indicator for the revolt can be found in 
Socrates and Sozomen, who agree that it occurred when Valens attempted 
to leave Antioch for Thrace to fight the Goths. Bowersock assumes this 
means the spring of 378, since Valens's is known to have journeyed from An- 
tioch to the west beginning around April of that year. It seems more likely, 
however, that the revolt began the previous winter. The conflict outlined in 
Sozomen must have occupied considerably more time than Bowersock al- 
lots: itbegan with widespread Saracen attacks all across the southeastern fron- 
tier," led to two separate campaigns, one by local and the second by impe- 
rial troops, eventually demanded a diplomatic settlement, which entailed a 
journey to the desert to arrest Moses,?®® a second journey with Moses to 
Alexandria, and a third journey back into the desert for Moses' consecra- 
tion, and was crowned by the marriage of Victor to Mavia's daughter. The 
beginnings of this sequence must have stretched back into 377, which is pre- 
cisely the year when Theophanes dates the event.” Moreover, the Relatio 


304. Ruf. HE 11.6; Soc. 4.34.6-7; Soz. 6.38.6-8. 

305. Soc. 4.34.3 tells us that Moses was Sapaxyvos TO yevos and Soz. 6.38.5 that he lived 
in the desert near Mavia's people. He would thus have established trust with Mavia and her 
Saracens; cf. Theod. HE 4.23.1. Similar conversions of Saracen groups by local holy men are 
reported at Jer. Vita Hilarionis 25 (PL 23.42) and Soz. 6.38.14-16. Rubin 1990, 182-91, makes 
astrong case that the Moses who converted Mavia's Saracens was the same Moses who converted 
the sedentarized Pharanites near Raithou in the southern Sinai (Relatio Ammonii, Greek, 99-101; 
Syriac, 4-5). Though Shahid 198 4a, 186, entertains the possibility that the two Moses were iden- 
tical, he refuses to see the fatal consequences of this for his argument at 142-50 that Mavia's 
home was in the north, in the Syrian Hauran. In fact, if Theod. HE 4.23.1 is correct that Moses 
lived near the border between Palestine and Egypt, his neighbor Mavia and her Saracens can- 
not have been based in Syria; cf. Sartre 1982, 142. 

306. Soc. 4.36.1; Soz. 6.37.15-38.1; cf. Bowersock 1980, 485-87. Sartre 1982, 143-44 (fol- 
lowed by Greatrex 2000, 38 n. 20) dates the revolt to 376; Shahid 1984a, 183-84, who offers 
further bibliography on the question, dates it to ca. 375—78. 

307. See p. 205. See also Theod. HE 4.23.2: pera maumoAAas ovumAokds ; Ruf. HE 11.6: 
"cumque frequentibus bellis Romanum attrivisset exercitum." 

308. The sources directly mention arrest; cf. Ruf. HE 11.6: "captus Moyses"; Soc. 4.36.5: 
ovAAnddeis 6 Mwvons ; Soz. 6.38.6: ouAlaußavovoı tov Mwoñv. 
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Ammonii dates the massacre of the monks of Sinai to December 28.?!? The 
revolt, which was probably already in full swing by the time the monasteries 
of the Sinai were attacked, must then have begun sometime in the winter of 
late 3.77.31! 

A date in the winter of 377/78 would be entirely in keeping with the the- 
ory that Valens provoked the uprising with demands for Saracen auxiliaries 
to fight in his Gothic war. Already in the summer of 377, the emperor had 
learned of the defeat of his advance forces in Scythia and had sent Victor to 
strike a peace with Persia so that he could mobilize his own army. After Vic- 
tor's return, Valens probably made his first effort to move west, late in 377. 
As he prepared to leave, he no doubt attempted to draw on the Saracen fed- 
erates, much as Constantius had done in 338 and Julian in 363. This latter 
long-range expedition had been extremely unsatisfactory for both sides. The 
anxiety of a new expedition, this time to the unfamiliar territory of Thrace, 
apparently provoked an uprising among a people already in turmoil after 
their king had died without an heir. It would be logical that Valens made his 
first efforts to mobilize in late 377, since he probably hoped to deal with the 
Goths as quickly as possible. But because of this Saracen revolt, his efforts 
were delayed. Indeed, as we shall see, he had probably intended a strike against 
the Goths much sooner than he was eventually able to muster one. Had he 
been able to arrive earlier, he might have hit the Goths— battered in their 
first major engagement in summer 377—with a blow hard enough to force 
an end to their uprising. Instead, he was tied down with the Saracens until 
the following spring.?'? The net result was the reconstitution ofan expanded 
Gothic force and the consequent disaster at Adrianople. 

We have thus seen that Valens was forced to deal with three peoples who 
shared environmental and cultural similarities: the Maratocupreni, Isauri- 
ans, and Saracens. All lived in marginal terrain that afforded them protec- 
tion and isolation from Roman authority; all had inhabited that terrain since 
the arrival of Roman power in their territory; and all operated both inside 
and outside spheres of Roman influence. The tensions stirred up by the clash 
between Roman and indigenous elements in these marginal areas created 
an ongoing cycle of violence. Romans met indigenous violence with violence 


310. There is some confusion over the date caused by the author's attempts to make the 
massacre in Sinai and Raithou fall on the same day, January 14. The Sinai massacre seems, how- 
ever, to have occurred "in Tybi on the second,” i.e., December 28 (Relatio Ammonii, Greek, 95; 
Syriac, 14; cf. Greek, 129). Mayerson 1976; 1980a, 141-42, is led to mistaken assumptions be- 
cause he notes only the last reference. 

311. Afortlet erected at private expense at Moujedil in the Hauran in 377 may provide fur- 
ther confirmation of trouble in this year (Clermont-Ganneau 1888, 8-10). 

312. Valens's false start may be reflected in the fact that Socrates mentions his departure 
from Antioch in three separate contexts (4.35.2-3, 36.1, 37.1). 
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oftheir own in a deadlock where neither side was capable of gaining absolute 
dominance. When these bandit groups were small enough and weak enough 
to be crushed by imperial forces, every effort was made to crush them, as 
with the Maratocupreni. Yet, although this response eliminated one of the 
organized groups disturbing Syria, it hardly ended the problem permanently, 
since the Syrian massif quickly sprouted new bandits where the old had been 
pruned back. In the case of Isauria, the fourth century witnessed the “fron- 
tierization” of an entire region. There, Valens confronted an indigenous pop- 
ulation that was already so powerful that it could hardly be crushed, although 
it could be driven back into the highlands by imperial forces. By the fifth 
century, the Isaurians had gained enough independence to supply the em- 
pire with auxiliaries like other foreign peoples.?'? Yet even in the fourth cen- 
tury, they were already threatening enough to derail military operations in 
other regions by draining off troop strength when they chose to rise. In 
Valens's reign, this menace affected both his ability to deal with Persia and 
his efforts to resettle the Goths in Thrace. The Saracens, too, posed a threat 
that occupied Roman military authorities on an ongoing basis. Already in 
the early fourth century, they had formed fully articulated confederations, 
which Rome treated as autonomous federate groups. As such they were of- 
ten tapped for Rome's military operations, which allowed them to increase 
their power and thus to grow increasingly independent of Roman author- 
ity. The force they could unleash was great enough to cripple Valens's army 
in the face of the Gothic revolt and help delay his arrival in Thrace until the 
Gothic problem had spiraled beyond his control. 


313. Lenski 1999b, 4377-38. 


Chapter 5 


Religion under the Valentiniani 


VALENTINIAN, VALENS, AND THE PAGANS 


It was, as we have seen, imperative that a fourth-century emperor be fierce 
with the enemy. It was equally imperative that he be clement with his sub- 
jects. This message reached him loud and clear in the regular rituals of pan- 
egyric, which forever shaped an emperor's understanding of the ideals cre- 
ated for him by his culture. In the fourth century, Libanius, Themistius, and 
the Latin panegyrists all stressed the importance of forgiveness and com- 
promise, of humanity and justice.! As they intoned the refrain of clemency, 
panegyrists could not help but be aware that they were addressing the most 
powerful men on earth. Should an emperor have chosen to ignore their pleas 
and slaughter his subjects with abandon, such were the prerogatives of his 
power. Rarely, however, did he do so. A code of civility dictated that wanton 
tyranny was, in the main, avoided, in large part because the ideals the pan- 
egyrists presented were shared by the emperors themselves: panegyrical word 
and imperial deed could generally be made to resonate in a chorus of 
clemency, which ensured that most subjects were free from open persecu- 
tion.? Nor was an emperor incapable of seeing his own advantage in adopt- 
ing a lighter touch. The emperor, absolute dictator though he was, ruled by 
consensus, and consensus could only be maintained at the price of com- 
promise. Thus, rulers who failed to understand the principle of clemency 


1. See esp. Lib. Or. 12.85 and Orr. 19-23 passim; Or. 59.122; Them. Or. 1.14d-17b, 
5.66d-67a, 19 passim, 34.17; cf. Menander Rhetor 2.375. For the same theme in the Latin Pan- 
egyrics, see L'Huillier 1992, 345-47. Clemency also comes through as a crucial virtue in the 
fourth-century epitomes, Aur. Vict. Caes. 10.1, 39.13-16, 41.4—5; Epit. 1.21, 10.3, 11.2, 13.3, 
15.6, 17.3, 48.9; cf. Ratti 1996, 75-88, 99-101. 

2. Nowhere is this better expressed than Brown 1992, 3-34, 41-47. 
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notonly violated the common code of proper conduct, they also threatened 
the foundations of their rule.? 

Valens himself heard the mantra of clemency regularly, and nowhere more 
than from Themistius. Indeed, throughout the corpus of Themistius's polit- 
ical orations, the message of philanthropia is so common as to become a sort 
of platitude.* Already in his second speech before Valens, the Constantinop- 
olitan orator had praised in lofty terms the emperor's clemency toward those 
implicated in the Procopius revolt.? Similar citations of Valens's compassion 
reverberate throughout Themistius's remaining speeches to the emperor, 
where they act simultaneously as laudations of and admonitions to proper 
conduct.? Valens was thus well aware of the expectation that he behave with 
mildness. Despite this abundance of the discourse of clemency, we can only 
regret the disappearance of a Themistian speech from around 375/756 that 
apparently took as its theme the subject of toleration toward religious dis- 
senters. The historian Socrates had read the speech and reports something 
ofits content, but unfortunately it has failed to reach us in the extant corpus. 
In the speech, Themistius urged Valens to abandon his attacks on Christians 
who differed with him over doctrine, arguing that “[h]e ought not to be sur- 
prised at the difference of judgment on religious questions existing among 
Christians. . . . God wishes to be glorified in a variety of ways in order that each 
person should honor his greatness more, because knowledge of him is not 
easily had.” Although the speech focused on tolerance of dissenting Chris- 
tians, one can imagine that, asa pagan, Themistius hoped to encourage a tol- 
erance of paganism as well. Indeed, he had used much the same argument 
eleven years earlier when he coaxed Jovian toward an edict granting freedom 
of worship in the aftermath of Julian's reign.? The same subject was no doubt 
on Themistius's mind when he delivered the lost address to Valens. 

There was good reason for the reminder. Valens had become increasingly 


. Brown 1995, 27-54; cf. id. 1998. 
. See esp. Downey 1955. 
. Them. Or. 7.93c-d, 97c-98a, 98d-101a; see p. 112. 
. Them. Or. 8.106d, 11.147b-148d. 
. Soc. 4.32.1-5; cf. Soz. 6.36.6-37.1. See Downey 1957; Dagron 1968, 186-88; Vander- 
ipae 1995, 178-79; Ando 1996, 176-82. 

8. Them. Or. 5.67b-70c, esp. 68c-69c. See Vanderspoel 1995, 148-52; cf. Daly 1971. For 
lack of a better word, I have adopted Valentinian's and Valens's terminology (CTh 16.2.18) in 
referring generically to non-Christians as “pagans.” Most scholars would agree that ancient non- 
Christians were only beginning to develop any sense of unity in the late fourth century. Some 
would thus prefer to avoid the blanket designation, and thus the classification, of the varied re- 
ligions and practices ofthe ancient world as “pagan.” To be sure, the term is a Christian coinage 
thatis both loaded and inaccurate. Yet it is no less inaccurate than the common modern coinages 
for the same groups—“polytheists,” “traditionalists,” “non-Christians.” And, loaded though it 
is, it has the advantage of conveying at least the contemporary Christian perspective of the re- 
ligious picture, precisely the perspective I hope to elucidate. For previous surveys of Valentin- 
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intransigent on the question ofreligious tolerance as his years in office passed. 
It was precisely in the period of Themistius's oration that he unleashed his 
wrath on Christians whom he perceived as heretical, and he had similarly at- 
tacked certain pagans only three or four years earlier. None of this was accept- 
able to those who measured Valens against the ideal of imperturbable mild- 
ness: Valens was, without question, a religious persecutor and thus earned 
the reputation that still plagues him to the present. He was not, however, 
nearly so wicked as some sources would have us believe. Because he lost the 
battle of Adrianople catastrophically, he became an easy target for attack by 
the victims of his violence. Yet, certainly in the case of the pagans, and, to a 
lesser extent, that of the Christians, his behavior was at least understandable 
in its context. Many fourth-century emperors attacked religious dissenters, 
but very few suffered a catastrophic fate like Valens's to prove, in the eyes of 
contemporaries, that they had provoked the wrath of the divine. 

Ultimately, Valens's attacks on pagans were limited to a brief window in 
his reign when he violently suppressed an attempt on his throne by a group 
of theurgists who had tried to predict and even hasten the rise of his suc- 
cessor. A conspiracy had been formed in 371 with the object of using magic 
to choose or, rather, to reveal whom the gods had chosen to succeed the em- 
peror; when the conspiracy was divulged, a massive investigation was un- 
dertaken, which resulted in a major purge of those implicated, whether di- 
rectly or even circumstantially; these magic trials, conducted in Antioch and 
later in Asia Minor in 372 (see map 2), eventually claimed the lives of nu- 
merous eastern aristocrats, most of them pagans. Pagan contemporaries like 
Ammianus, however, saw an offense against clemency, rather than an attack 
on their own religious beliefs and practices, in Valens's ruthless suppression 
of the conspiracy. Although some contemporaries and many moderns have 
argued the opposite, I hope to demonstrate that Ammianus's viewpoint is 
essentially correct: while Valens may have been ruthless, he was hardly bent 
on the destruction of a religion. 

Modern historians, and particularly F. J. Wiebe, who has treated the sub- 
ject in a full-length monograph, have wanted to see in the conspiracy a putsch 
directed by a pro-Julianic “pagan opposition" to the Pannonian emperor.? 
Wiebe has put together an elaborate argument for the existence of a pro- 
Julianic faction in the east, which he believes first surfaced in the usurpa- 


ian's and Valens's religious policies, see Heering 1927, 60-63; Nagl, “Vt.,” 2198-2201; id., "Val." 
2111-13, 2132-35; Stein 1959, 173—78; Soraci 1971, 123-29, 170-97; Fasolino 1976, 19-25; 
Demandt 1989, 114-18. For surveys devoted specifically to paganism under these emperors, 
see Funke 1967, 165-75; Hamblenne 1980; Rougé 1987; Matthews 1989, 204-28; Trombley 
1993, 49-59; Wiebe 1995, 86-168, 224-23. For surveys devoted specifically to Christianity, see 
Gwatkin 1900, 228-56; Seeck, Untergang, 69-83; Brennecke 1988, 181-242. 

9. Wiebe 1995, 86-168; cf. Haehling 1978, 68-69, 566-67. 
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tion of Procopius and again resurfaced in the coterie that attempted to pre- 
dict Valens's successor in 371. We have already seen that the Procopius re- 
volt can hardly be viewed as a pagan uprising, especially since Procopius was 
himself probably a Christian. Here I shall argue just as emphatically that the 
conspiracy leading to the magic trials, although more overtly pagan in char- 
acter, was by no means the work of an organized, pro-Julianic pagan oppo- 
sition. Rather, it was an ill-advised effort on the part of educated pagans to 
predict the fate of a not particularly successful emperor whom they thought 
unsavory. Valens's harshness in suppressing the conspiracy is in no way de- 
fensible, but from the contemporary point of view, its reprehensibility lay 
less in Valens's religious intolerance than in his failure to demonstrate the 
proper measure of moderation expected of an emperor. 

To begin, itis worthwhile inquiring whether Valens and indeed Valentinian 
displayed any general hostility toward paganism outside of the context of 
the magic trials, as Wiebe has argued in order to prove that both aroused 
the wrath of pagan aristocrats. Such hostility would certainly have been nat- 
ural in the years following the reign of Julian. For the first time since Con- 
stantine obtained sole power over the empire in 324, Christianity had been 
put on the defensive in the last two years of Julian's reign. While the Apos- 
tate claimed to refrain from open persecution, he happily turned a blind 
eye to the violence wreaked by his co-religionists on Christians, and himself 
succumbed to torturing and even executing several Christians under the 
guise of suppressing treason.!? Dozens of martyrs and confessors have been 
identified from Julian's reign, including the Homoian bishop George of 
Alexandria and a handful of soldiers in Julian's army." In the aftermath of 
Julian’s death, we might expect the pendulum to have swung in the other 
direction, with Christians openly attacking pagans under imperial sanction. 
Instead, Jovian seems to have taken only halting steps toward punishing the 
more flagrant acts of anti-Christian violence perpetrated by Julian's func- 
tionaries.!? Indeed, he retained most of those functionaries in office.!? 

We have already seen that Valentinian and Valens embarked on a more 
thoroughgoing purge of Julian's personnel and prosecuted numerous 
people with connections to Julian.!* Even so, we have very little evidence 
of systematic religious attacks in the early reign of the Pannonian brothers. 


10. On Julian's paganism, see Athanasiadi 1982; R. B. E. Smith 1995. 

11. See Brennecke 1984, 114-57, for a full catalog; cf. Woods 1995a. Them. Or. 5.69b-c 
was himself aware of the scale of the problem: yeipous [lepodv aAAydaıs uev. 

12. See p. 104. 

13. Eunap. VS 7.4.11 and Haehling 1978, 548-55. On Jovian’s policies toward pagan prac- 
tice, see Them. Or. 5.70b: xai tepa avoiywv dmordeieı nayyaveurnpıa, Kal Üvoías Evvonovs adi 
eis où didwow ddevav rois yonrevovoı; cf. Lib. Or. 30.7; Greg. Naz. Or. 4.98. 

14. See pp. 105-8. 
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On the contrary, in a constitution of 371 that permitted the ongoing prac- 
tice of certain forms of divination, Valentinian openly boasted that at the 
beginning of his reign, he had issued general laws (leges) “in which the free 
opportunity was granted to everyone to worship that which he had conceived 
in his soul." Ammianus, an ardent defender of pagan practice, even praised 
Valentinian for “remaining neutral amidst differences over religion, neither 
troubling anyone nor ordering him to reverence this or that. He did not 
bend the necks of his subjects to his own desire by threatening edicts, but 
left such matters undisturbed as he found them."!? Whereas his son Grat- 
ian would renounce the pagan office of pontifex maximus (chief priest; lit- 
erally, “chief bridge builder") in the early 380s, Valentinian ostentatiously 
applied that title to himself, Valens, and Gratian on the bridges he rebuilt 
in Rome." Indeed, when the pagan senators of Rome tried to persuade 
Valentinian's second son, Valentinian II, to restore their altar to the god- 
dess Victory to the Senate House in 384, they pointed out that the boy's fa- 
ther had left this pagan symbol untouched. The pagans of Rome wanted 
only “the same religious conditions that secured the empire for your deified 
father,” the pagan senator Symmachus pointed out.!? Valentinian had thus 
become an emblem of tolerance to be waved before his wavering son. !? 

Itis not unreasonable to assume a similar posture from Valens. We have 
already seen numerous instances where the two emperors acted in lockstep 
on domestic and foreign policies,” and it would seem that similar unity pre- 
vailed in their attitudes toward pagan religion. Valens, like his brother, paid 
little mind to the activities of pagans in his half of the empire. Pagan tem- 
ples continued to be constructed or restored under both of the Pannonian 
emperors,”! pagan priests continued to be initiated into mystery cults,” and 


15. CTh 9.16.9: *Testes sunt leges a me in exordio imperii mei datae, quibus unicuique, 
quod animo inbibisset, colendi libera facultas tributa est." 

16. AM 30.9.5. 

17. ILS 771 = CIL 6.1175, 31251. On Gratian's renunciation of the title pontifex maximus, 
see Cameron 1968. Note that Aus. XXI. Gratiarum actio 9 [42] still felt comfortable using the 
title of Gratian in 379. 
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deities at Or. 2.92. 
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Eunap. VS 23.4.1—9 to the 370s or 380s. 
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pagan ministers continued to be used by both eastern and western courts in 
almost equal numbers with Christians.?? This insouciance came in for harsh 
criticism from Theodoret, who claimed that Valens allowed pagans free rein 
to perform their rites in public at Antioch.?* Although earlier and especially 
later emperors allowed and even sanctioned the destruction of pagan tem- 
ples in the east, we know of no temple destructions under Valens.?? Indeed, 
when the pagans of Alexandria rioted and burned the much disputed basil- 
ica, or “Caesarion,” there, Valens went only so far as to prosecute the lead- 
ers of the uprising without attacking the pagan community more broadly.?® 
Throughout his reign, Valens also felt quite comfortable employing pagans 
for his most influential administrative positions: Flavius Eutolmius Tatianus, 
Aelius Palladius, Vindaonius Magnus, and Fortunatianus were all trusted ad- 
visors and committed pagans down to the last years of Valens's reign.?” In- 
deed, such pagans proved helpful to Valens in suppressing his Nicene op- 
ponents precisely because they had few scruples about using force against 
Christian holy men. Like his brother, then, Valens was perfectly able to co- 
exist with pagans and felt no need to persecute them, even when opportu- 
nity offered. 

This is not to say that pagans enjoyed religious freedom in the 360s and 
3770s. Julian's reign aside, traditional pagan religious practices had been se- 
verely curtailed for over four decades when Valentinian and Valens came to 
power, and these two did little to change that. Laws against sacrifice had first 
been enacted under Constantine, and they continued to be upheld and even 
expanded under his sons Constans and Constantius II.” Julian had natu- 
rally rolled back anti-pagan legislation, and Jovian seems to have done little 
to replace it.29 Libanius reveals, however, that Valentinian and Valens, again 
acting in consort, revived the ban on sacrifice, although relaxing Constan- 
tius's strictures by exempting simple offerings of incense.?? Julian had also 
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24. Theod. HE 4.24.2—4, 5.21.3-4; cf. Cedrenus, p. 544; Zon. 13.16; Jacob of Edessa Chron., 
p- 300; Michael Syrus Chron. I, p. 294 (Chabot). 

25. See Fowden 1978, esp. 62; Trombley 1993, 108-47. 

26. On the burning of the Caesarion, see Fest. ind. 38 (July 21, 366); cf. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 
69.2.2. See also Martin 1996, 597. Note that this was the first anniversary of the great tsunami 
which had devastated Alexandria; perhaps the pagans were angry with what they perceived as 
the cosmic consequences of the Christian possession of this much disputed structure. On pa- 
gans in Alexandria, see Haas 1997, 128-72. 

27. See Haehling 1978, 73, 118-20, 144, 204-5. On Fortunatianus as a pagan, see Del- 
maire 1989, 57. See also Haehling 1978, 118-9, 144, on the pagan Clearchus, who was tremen- 
dously influential earlier in the reign. 

28. Barnes 1981, 210-12, 246-48; Bradbury 1994; Beard et al. 1998, 1: 372—74. 

29. For Julian's removal of the ban on sacrifice, see Lib. Or. 1.119-21. For Jovian's toler- 
ance toward paganism, see pp. 104—5. 

30. Lib. Or. 30.7. 


RELIGION UNDER THE VALENTINIANI 217 


reversed the laws of Constantine that confiscated temple properties on be- 
half of the imperial res privata; Valentinian and Valens reversed his reversal 
and reappropriated temple lands to their estates.?! In so doing, they com- 
promised pagan practice no more than it had been compromised under their 
Christian predecessors. Rather, in keeping with their broader favoring of the 
status quo, they simply returned religious policies to the status quo ante Tu- 
lianum. As good Christians, both found many pagan practices distasteful, yet 
both had grown up in a world where pagan and Christian had generally co- 
existed with only low levels of tension.”? They had little interest in disturb- 
ing this equilibrium and little motivation to do so. 

Indeed, although the Pannonian brothers limited the practice of pagan 
ritual, they were never intransigent in their restrictions. Zosimus informs 
us that Valentinian issued a law in the first part of his reign that banned 
nocturnal sacrifices. In the same passage, however, Zosimus confesses that 
Valentinian relaxed the order when the pagan governor of Achaea, Vettius 
Agorius Praetextatus, insisted that it would make life unbearable for his co- 
religionists by inhibiting the performance of the nocturnal mystery rites that 
had become so important for late pagans.? Wiebe, however, has attempted 
to deny the concession to Praetextatus altogether. Using elaborate historio- 
graphical arguments to undermine Zosimus's testimony, he claims that Valen- 
tinian would never have relaxed his law on nocturnal rites.*4 Had he looked 
at the epigraphy of Achaea, he might have concluded otherwise. An in- 
scription of 364/67 on the sacred way between Athens and Eleusis—the road 
traversed by initiands of the nocturnal Eleusinian mysteries—offers honors 
to Valentinian and Valens, and a contemporary inscription from the pagan 
divinatory center of Delphi marks the erection of statues of the imperial pair 
as "benefactors."? Both of these cult centers lay in Praetextatus's jurisdic- 
tion, and both must have been expressing their gratitude for the new em- 
peror's decision to relax a decidedly uncomfortable rule. Valentinian was 
thus anything but unwilling to accommodate religious difference. 

The same can be said of Valens. Indeed, here as elsewhere, Valens seems 
to have followed his brother both by enacting the initial law and then by re- 
tracting it. The only extant copy of the law survives not from Valentinian's 
but from Valens's court. It was issued on September 9, 364, shortly after the 


31. CTh 5.13.3, 10.1.8. 

32. On Valentinian's and Valens's distaste for paganism, see the rhetoric at CTh 16.1.1, 2.18. 
On the general air ofaccommodation between pagan and Christian through much ofthe fourth 
century, see Salzman 1990, passim, esp. 205-31; cf. Trombley 1993, 1-35. 

33. Zos. 4.3.2-3. Constantius had already enacted such a law: CTh 16.10.5 (a. 353). 

34. Wiebe 1995, 241-46. Similarly, Rougé 1987, 287-88. 

35. For Eleusis, see CIL 3.572 = IG? II-1II.5204. For Delphi, see AE 1949, 87: 5j moAıs AeAbwv 
tovs éavTís elepyeras dveornoev, with Vatin 1962, 238-41. 
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two emperors had parted company for their respective realms.?? The inter- 
section of these two pieces of evidence —Zosimus and the law—provides com- 
pelling proof that both emperors enacted the original ban. Given that both 
issued the same law, it would seem reasonable to assume that both also re- 
tracted it, and here again, compelling evidence is available, although Wiebe 
missed it too. Zosimus's testimony about Valentinian's retraction finds per- 
fect correlation in Theodoret's claim that Valens later openly allowed the 
worship of Demeter and Dionysus—both mystery deities with nocturnal 
rites—and in Epiphanius's notice, written under Valens, that nocturnal rites 
for Kore continued to be celebrated in Alexandria and at Petra.?? Valens, 
like his brother, was thus by no means intransigent in his restrictions on pa- 
gan practice. 

Turning to the magic trials that both emperors conducted, it is thus use- 
ful to keep in mind that there is no evidence that either emperor intended 
to attack pagans. Both are widely reputed to have been tolerant toward non- 
Christians, and both employed these in their administrations. While they did 
reenact laws against sacrifice instituted by their Constantinian predecessors, 
neither launched campaigns to destroy pagan temples or initiated sweeping 
persecutions of pagan worshippers. Indeed, pagans and Christians seem to 
have coexisted quite comfortably through both of their reigns. Even when 
both banned nocturnal rituals, they quickly revised the order so as to ac- 
commodate traditional mystery religions. Finally, both seem to have acted 
in unison in this as in other areas of their administrations. We must thus be 
extremely cautious about seeing in their magic trials an attempt to stamp 
out pagan religious practices or even to eliminate a specific group of pagans. 


THE MAGIC TRIALS OF ROME AND ANTIOCH 


The initial ban on nocturnal sacrifice was, as the wording of Valens's 364 law 
reveals, primarily aimed not at mystery cults but at suppressing magic; it was 
designed to prevent *wicked prayers or magic preparations or funereal sacri- 
fices."? What bothered the emperors was thus the specter of the occult. Indeed, 
the fear of magic more broadly, and of its near relative astrology, haunted both 


36. CTh 9.16.7: “Ne quis deinceps nocturnis temporibus aut nefarias preces aut magicos 
apparatus aut sacrificia funesta celebrare conetur," with Pergami 1993, 76, on the intersection 
of this law with Zos. 4.3.2; cf. Wiebe 1995, 224-40. 

37. Theod. HE 4.24.3; Epiph. Adv. haer. 51.22.9-11; cf. Haas 1997, 137-38. Recently pub- 
lished archaeological work has shown that the nocturnal mysteries to Demeter and Kore at 
Corinth also continued to be practiced throughout the reign of Valens (Bookidis and Stroud 
1997, 438-39). Libanius (Ep. 1480) also describes his participation in Dionysiac celebrations— 
although not certainly mysteries—in 365. 

38. See n. 36. For the connection between magic and mystery religion, see F. Graf 1997, 
96-117. 
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emperors in the extreme.?? We have already seen that both initiated a minor 
witch-hunt in 364 after falling ill when they reached Constantinople. Zosimus 
and Ammianus claim they feared that the followers of Julian had brought on 
their infirmities with magic. Although they quickly relented, this initial magic 
scare set the tone for what was to come. Under Valentinian, a wide variety of 
people were executed for practicing various forms of magic. Faustinus the 
nephew of Valentinian’s own prefect Viventius, was beheaded, for example, 
for killing an ass in order to mix a potion to remedy his alopecia.*! And in the 
east, Valens was equally uneasy about the power of the dark arts. In 370, he 
issued a law threatening death to anyone caught teaching astrology, long an 
art associated with the occult.? It was sorcery and astrology, then, the myste- 
rious and private side of ancient religion, that troubled the emperors. 

Unfortunately for those whom Valens and Valentinian prosecuted, the 
boundaries between magic and religion were then, as they are now, far from 
apparent. Even the very words for magic in the ancient world—maleficium, 
veneficium, goeleia, manganeia —were only vaguely definable and crossed a se- 
mantic range that included categories moderns might distinguish as sha- 
manism, sympathetic religion, astrology, charms, foul play, and even poi- 
soning.” As understood in the fourth century, magic had connections with 
both science and religion and had pagan as well as Christian practitioners.** 
In distinction to traditional civic religion, though, it was very much a pri- 
vate form of devotion and generally involved not just entreating divine pow- 
ers but actually seeking to manipulate them to achieve a desired end: love, 
victory, and health—but also sex, defeat, and murder. The ancients would 
have been equally hard-pressed to supply a strict definition of “magic,” yet 
all agreed that its power over the divine—particularly over the lesser di- 
vinities called daimones—was real. Indeed, everyone, even the practitioners 
of magic, feared it. Ancient pagans accused others of magic as much as an- 
cient Christians did, because it was equivalent not so much to pagan as to 
subversive religious activity.’ For pagans and Christians alike, magic was 
any form of ritual that could usefully be denounced as illicit.*° 


39. For the connection between magic and astrology in the ancient imagination, see, e.g., 
Eus. Vit. Const. 2.4, 11; cf. F. Graf 1997, 50-57, 205-6. 

40. Zos. 4.1.1—2; AM 26.4.4; cf. Them. Or. 6.72a-c and pp. 25 and 105. 

41. AM 30.5.11; cf. Funke 1967, 172-74. 

42. CTh 9.16.8 = CJ 9.18.8 (a. 370). Wiebe 1995, 247-48, misdates this law to 373. Here 
again, Julian had rolled back laws against astrology; see Pan. Lat. 3 [11].23.5; cf. Lib. Or. 1.119 
with CTh 9.16.4, 6. 

43. On ancient magic, see Barb 1963; Gager 1992; F. Graf 1997. 

44. On Christian magic, see Meyer and Smith 1999. 

45. See, e.g., Lib. Or. 1.98-99, 239-41, 264-65, 273, 18.132; Eunap. VS 7.2.1—9. 

46. For the prosecution of magic, see Funke 1967; Trombley 1993, 59-72; Beard et al. 1998, 
1: 232-36. 
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Problems first arose in Rome late in 369 when a former vicarius named 
Chilo and his wife accused three men—an organ builder, a wrestler, and a 
haruspex— of attempting to poison them.*” Poison, the effects of which were 
not understood scientifically, had been associated with the power of magic 
since the introduction of Sulla's law against assassins and poisoners in 81 
B.C. 9 After these charges had wafted the suspicion of magic under the nose 
of an emperor whose fears of the occult had been demonstrated from the 
earliest days of his reign, a veritable feast of accusations was soon cooked up. 
Valentinian's Pannonian henchman Maximinus, who had been charged with 
investigating the initial crime while still praefectus annonae, issued a report 
asserting that magic was rampant in Rome and was particularly entrenched 
among the Roman elite. Valentinian responded by establishing a commis- 
sion headed by Maximinus and another Pannonian, Leo, to investigate all 
potentially nefarious activities, all maleficium, under the laws of treason.*? Only 
the summer before, Valentinian had sent a law reminding the urban prefect 
that, in cases of treason, senatorials did not enjoy their normal exemption 
from torture.” Thus, when Ammianus implies that Valentinian was violat- 
ing some sacrosanct privilege by allowing the torture of senators in the tri- 
als that followed, he is misleading: magic had often been regarded as trea- 
son, and trials for treason had always permitted the torture of aristocrats.?! 
Maximinus was soon made vicarius of Rome in 370—a promotion that added 
even greater authority to his inquisition. Even after he was summoned to 
Gaul in 372 to serve as praetorian prefect, his successors as vicar of Rome, 
Ursicinus, Simplicius, and Doryphorianus, continued the investigations 
down to 375.” All citizens of Rome, particularly the senatorial elite and even 


47. The only extended narrative of the Rome trials can be found at AM 28.1.1—57. The be- 
ginning of the investigation is datable by its connection with the prefecture of Olybrius (AM 
28.1.6), which is attested from early autumn 368 until summer 370; cf. Chastagnol 1962, 
178-84. Chron. pasch., pp. 5577-58, dates the beginning of the trials to 369. This is probably 
correct, for AM 28.1.9 reports that at the start of the incident, Olybrius was suffering from a 
serious illness, a fact that had registered at the imperial court in Trier by March 19, 370 (CTh 
11.31.93). Barnes 1998, 233-34, 241—406, has essentially put to rest previous difficulties with Am- 
mianus's chronology, although the conjecture of Thompson 1947, 138—40, on the curious note 
at 28.1.1 remains enticing. 

48. F. Graf 1997, 46-49. 

49. AM 28.1.11-12. 

50. CTh9.35.1 = C/9.8.4 (July 8, 369). CTh 9.16.6 (a. 358) offers the same proviso; cf. CTh 
9.5.1 (a. 320) and Coskun 2000, 86-88. See Funke 1967, 149-50, for the equation of magic 
and divination with maiestas in earlier instances. 

51. AM 28.1.11. Ammianus himself knew that torture was allowed in cases of maiestas and 
veneficium (AM 19.12.17). Even so, Valentinian seems to have been confused over the issue (AM 
28.1.25 with Coskun 2000, 66—70). See Garnsey 1970, 29-49, 109-11, 143-45. 

52. On the chronology, see Barnes 1998, 242-45, which is preferable to Coşkun 2000, 
77-80, 88-90. For Maximinus's continued influence over the trials while in Gaul, see CT7 9.19.4, 
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more particularly the pagans among them, lived in fear of prosecution down 
to the end of Valentinian’s life. 

Much scholarship up to the present has seen the magic trials of Rome as 
motivated by Valentinian's disdain for the senatorial elite, from which he felt 
alienated and by which he felt threatened.’? This is certainly how the sena- 
tors perceived things.?* The rhetoric of reprieve that survives from the im- 
mediate aftermath of Valentinian's death makes it clear that they regarded 
the latter years of his rule as a reign of terror, and modern scholarship has 
been inclined to follow their lead largely because theirs is the only de- 
scription of the witch-hunt to survive from the period. Ammianus, who of- 
fers our only detailed account of the trials, lists charges against seventeen 
senatorials—including women and youths.?? This was no small group, to be 
sure, yet it hardly constituted a significant fraction of all senators in Rome. 
Moreover, because Ammianus was concerned with the aristocrats, it is rea- 
sonable to assume that those listed constituted most if not all members of 
this elite who were charged. What is often overlooked, however, is that at least 
as many commoners met a similar fate; Ammianus—by his own admission— 
declined to list most of these.” Nonetheless, despite his prejudice, ten of 
the accused he catalogs were not senators, and he freely confesses that many 
more humiles whom he does not name were publicly executed.? The trials 
were thus hardly aimed exclusively at the Roman Senate. 

Nor did they accomplish anything like a full-scale purge of that august 
body. We know of only nine senators and senatorial women who were actu- 


with Harries 1988, 166-69; contrast Coşkun 2000, passim. Matthews 1989, 212, rightly em- 
phasizes how odd itis that Ammianus avoids discussion of the role of the urban prefects in these 
trials. Barnes 1998, 205, attempts to solve the question by positing a lacuna at a point in bk. 29 
that would have discussed the prefects of the 370s who are omitted in Ammianus's lists of these 
officers. 

53. Schuurmans 1949; Alföldi 1952, 65-84; Piganiol 1972, 206; Fasolino 1976, 22-24. 
Thompson 1947, 87-107, actually posits that Maximinus unearthed a real senatorial conspir- 
acy, which Ammianus is at pains to cover up. This is not at all what Ammianus says. For assess- 
ments more like that offered here, see Matthews 1975, 56-63; Hamblenne 1980; Coskun 2000. 

54. See pp. 232-33. Cf. Lib. Or. 24.17: of srÀe(ovs. ouk«óv Övouaorav; Jer. Chron. s.a. 971: 
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55. PLRE I, Aginatius, Faltonius Probus Alypius 13, Anepsia, Avienus, Tarracius Bassus 21, 
Camenius 1, Cethegus, Claritas, Cornelius, Eumenius 3, Eusafius, Flaviana 1, Frontinus 3, Iulius 
Festus Hymetius, Lollianus 1, Marcianus 10, Paphius. 

56. AM 28.1.15: “non omnia narratu sunt digna, quae per squalidas tansiere personas." 

57. AM 28.1.16: "aliique humiles publica morte oppetiverunt.” For non-senators, see 
PLRE I, Amantius 2, Frontinus 3, Marcellus 6, and Marinus 3, as well as Sericus, Asbolius, and 
Campensis (AM 28.1.8), the anonymous Procurator Monetae (AM 28.1.29), Auchenius the char- 
ioteer (AM 28.1.27), and Athanasius the charioteer (AM 29.3.5). Blockley 1975, 188-89, 
schematizes similar results in a table that, for Valens's trials, is distorted by the failure to use 
sources other than Ammianus; cf. Hamblenne 1980, 203-6. 
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ally put to death.?? Three others were only exiled, and four were actually ac- 
quitted.? When the Senate lodged complaints against Valentinian's refusal 
to acknowledge their exemption from torture, the emperor even backed 
down on this point.? And even despite their protests of procedural irregu- 
larity, both the laws of the period and the report of Ammianus indicate that 
Valentinian exercised considerable care in the handling of senatorial trials.! 
Whatangered the senators more than anything else was the intrusion of non- 
Romans, particularly members of Valentinian's Pannonian entourage, into 
the matter.?? In using his countrymen to carry out the investigations, Valen- 
tinian violated protocol. These things rankled the Senate, but there is no ev- 
idence that they were designed to. Rather, their aim was to put trusted 
confidants in charge of a sensitive assignment. Thus, indignant though the 
Roman senators were at Valentinian's hijacking of their traditional system 
of justice, they could hardly claim to be the exclusive victims of a witch-hunt. 

The Rome trials were also not, as has been asserted, a purge directed 
specifically at pagans. Several of those accused were probably Christians, in- 
dicating that there was no effort to single out polytheists.°° Moreover, at the 
height of the trial Valentinian issued an order specifically exempting tradi- 
tional pagan divination (haruspicina) from criminal association with male- 
ficium.9* It was this vague concept, maleficium (criminal mischief), and not 
the broader range of pagan practices, that was the target. Chief among the 
offenses prosecuted was, of course, magic, a category slippery enough for 
what some regarded as valid religious activities to be branded illegal. Even 
so, most ofthose convicted seem actually to have engaged in what they them- 
selves knew to be outlawed rites. We have no instances from Ammianus of 


58. PLRE I, Aginatius, Anepsia, Avienus, Cethegus, Claritas, Cornelius, Flaviana, Lollianus 1, 
Paphius; cf. Hamblenne 1980, 209-10. 

59. Exiled were PLRE T's Faltonius Probus Alypius 13, Frontinus 3, Iulius Festus Hymetius. 
Acquitted were PLRE Ts Tarracius Bassus 21, Camenius 1, Eusafius, Marcianus 10. Cf. AM 
28.1.40. 

60. AM 28.1.24-25, with Harries 1999, 40-41. 

61. CTh 1.6.2 (a. 364), 9.40.10 (a. 367), 9.16.10 (a. 371), 9.38.5 = CJ 9.43.3 (a. 371); AM 
28.1.22, 26; cf. Alföldi 1952, 71-72; Hamblenne 1980, 217-22; Matthews 1989, 212; Vincenti 
1991. For complaints, see Symm. Or. 4.5—6, 9, 13. 

62. See, e.g., Symmachus's disdainful remark after Valentinian's death, Or. 4.13: "abrogata 
est externis moribus vis nocendi"; cf. 4.9: “iudicio . . . alieno." 

63. Christians probably include PLRE's Faltonius Probus Alypius 13 and perhaps Claritas, 
if we follow Clark’s conjecture “Charitas.” Esaias, mentioned at AM 28.1.43—45, must also have 
been either a Christian or a Jew. 

64. CTh 9.16.9 (May 29, 371); cf. 9.38.5, probably part of the same original law. 

65. On maleficium as Valentinian's chief concern, see CTh 9.16.9: “cum maleficiorum cau- 
sis”; 9.16.10: “maleficiorum insimulatione adque invidia"; 9.38.4: “maleficiorum scelus"; cf. Jer. 
Chron. s.a. 371: “maleficos.” 

66. Cf. Coskun 2000, 73-77; Thompson 1947, 102; Matthews 1989, 214. 
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people convicted of treason for the practice of pagan civic or even mystery 
religion. Rather, most of those whose activities Ammianus reports were in- 
volved in private rituals for casting charms, spells, and incantations, prac- 
tices long since banned, even under pagan emperors. And several other de- 
fendants were charged with adultery and stuprum (sexual perversion), often 
related crimes because of their association with love charms.” Here again, 
they were not attacked for their religion but for their morals. Sexual moral- 
ity, like magic, was apparently of serious concern to Valentinian, for we hear 
of two cases in other parts of the west where he also bitterly prosecuted adul- 
tery.°® The Rome trials were thus an attack on maleficium in its various guises 
and manifestations: they were aimed against magic, poisoning, adultery, and 
perversion, and they affected not just aristocrats, but also administrators, en- 
tertainers, and commoners.9? 

Less than one year after the Rome trials reached their apex, in the early 
part of 372, Valens and his ministers undertook a series of magic and trea- 
son trials of their own.’ Few scholars have pursued the connection between 
the two events, even though their relationship is noted in the ancient 
sources.’! Two treasury officials, Anatolius and Spudasius, had been charged 
with embezzlement. Probably not by chance, their accuser, a certain Proco- 
pius, and their superior, the comes rei privatae Fortunatianus, also found 
reason to accuse the two of having hired a poisoner named Palladius and 
an astrologer named Heliodorus in an attempt to murder Fortunatianus. 
The interest in extending the charges from embezzlement to veneficium 
more than likely arose from Fortunatianus's and Procopius's awareness of 
the related investigations going on in the west. Magic was in the air, and 
eastern officials must have had a heightened sense of its importance at the 
time. Because magic and poisoning were treated as treason, once the ques- 


67. As at AM 28.1.50. For love charms, see Gager 1992, 78-115. 

68. For Valentinian's concern with sexual morality, see CTh 3.7.1 = CJ 5.4.18 (July 16, 371); 
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see Grubbs 1995, 205-25; Arjava 1996, 193-202. 
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ground for the trials under Valentinian; cf. AM 26.9.1-4, 28.4.24-25. 

70. On the Antioch treason trials, see AM 29.1.4-2.28, 31.14.8-9; Eunap. VS 7.6.3—7; Zos. 
4-14.1-15.3; Lib. Or. 1.171—73; Epit. 48.3-4; Philostorg. 9.15; Soc. 4.19.1-7; Soz. 6.35.1-11; 
Joh. Ant. fr. 184.2; Theoph. a.m. 5865, 5867; Zon. 13.16; Cedrenus, p. 548. For secondary work, 
see Funke 1967, 165-75; Paschoud 2.2: 356-62 n. 129-32; Matthews 1989, 204-28; Wiebe 
1995, 86-168. 

71. AM 29.2.23-4; Lib. Or. 24.14. On the date of the Antioch trials, see Seeck 1906b, 
523-24; cf. id., Regesten, 243. The Rome trials, which began in late 369, lasted until the end of 
Valentinian's reign, but reached their high point in 371 (Jer. Chron. s.a. 371; cf. p. 220). 
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tion of veneficium had been raised, the case instantly fell under the juris- 
diction of the praetorian prefect, Modestus.’? What started out as embez- 
zlement had thus blossomed into high crimes. Unlike the trials in the west, 
though, in this instance the lines of investigation led to a much more ne- 
farious and dangerous plot. 

Under questioning, Palladius revealed knowledge of an elaborate con- 
spiracy, again involving magic and divination, that threatened Valens's 
throne. The poisoner claimed, and it was later revealed, that a group of di- 
viners and imperial courtiers had conspired to learn the name of Valens's 
successor and had begun taking steps to put their candidate on the throne. 
A fairly small initial coterie, including the governor Fidustius, the praeposi- 
tus cubiculariorum Heliodorus, and the notarius Hilarius, had constructed a 
tripod from laurel twigs and placed over it a tray cast from various metals." 
The tray was engraved with the twenty-four letters of the Greek alphabet and 
over it a consecrated ring was suspended from a linen thread. A priest, wear- 
ing linen and pronouncing incantations, set the ring swinging and then posed 
various questions, which were answered in the manner of a ouija board as 
the ring passed over each letter. The inquirers first asked the nature of 
Valens's successor and soon his name. When the first four letters were re- 
vealed to be OEOA (THEOD-), the inquiry ceased and all thoughts raced to 
a fashionable notarius named Theodorus, a well-educated Gaul, who had per- 
haps followed Julian east in 361.7 Theodorus, who had not been present at 
the initial consultation, was soon informed of the pronouncement through 
Euserius, who had served as the vicar of Asia. A letter from Theodorus that 
was produced during the ensuing trial revealed that he was both willing and 
anxious to assume his prophesied role,” and soon he had assembled a much 


72. AM 29.1.5-6; Zos. 4.14.1, with Paschoud 2.2: 359 n. 130. 

73. On the fact that the threat was real, see AM 29.1.4, 15; Lib. Or. 1.171. 
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iun. 4: Tappyota TH pos Tov BacuMéa. avrwv kparwv; cf. AM 29.1.8: “solusque paene omnium 
erat cuius linguam non infrenem sed dispicientem quae loqueretur nullius claudebat periculi 
metus." This would have made him seem like a natural ally to the disgruntled conspirators. 
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larger circle of philosophers and court officials, most of them with some con- 
nections to the territory of Asia Minor, to support him." 

Valens is reported to have exploded with rage at the news of the con- 
spiracy.’® A tribunal was soon assembled in Antioch under the leadership of 
Modestus.? Suspects were brought in from across the eastern empire in num- 
bers so great that both Ammianus and Zosimus report serious dangers of ri- 
ots in the bulging gaols and even private houses where prisoners were kept.9? 
As in the Rome trials, no one seems to have been exempted from torture. 
Here, however, few were acquitted, leaving Ammianus, who witnessed the 
events personally, to lament "everywhere the scene was like a slaughtering 
of cattle.”®! As in Rome, the charges spread to implicate people with only 
tenuous connections to the initial conspiracy or those who could be charged 
with magic or treason in unrelated incidents. During this second phase, books 
were assembled and burned publicly before the tribunal in Antioch.®? Many 
claimed to have sacrificed their entire libraries rather than run the risk of 
being caught with an illegal text. John Chrysostom, who was a youth living 
in the city at the time, reports that the streets were filled with soldiers look- 
ing for banned books. Walking along the Orontes, he and a friend spied a 
book floating in the water and fished it out, thinking it a valuable find, only 
to discover that it contained a magical text. When a soldier approached, they 
were hard-pressed to dispose of their trove and avoid being caught, which 
would have been tantamount to death.?? *[W]e all crept about at that time 
as if in Cimmerian darkness," Ammianus says.®* 

Ultimately, in a third and final stage of the trials, Valens's proconsul of 
Asia, Festus, is said to have continued investigations into illicit magic in his 
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province, which was after all the seedbed of the initial conspiracy.?? In Asia, 
Festus chased down leads on even the most innocuous dabbling in charms 
and the most tenuous claims of treason. This installment as much as any has 
won for the whole process its reputation for ruthlessness. Many paid the price 
for having involved themselves in traditional private rituals that could be 
branded as *magic" and thus prosecuted under the laws of the state. An old 
woman who used charms as a healer was executed, as was a boy caught whis- 
pering an incantation for his health in the baths.°® Ammianus claims that 
Festus conducted his investigations in emulation of his friend Maximinus, 
who had won the praetorian prefecture on the heels of his magic trials in 
Rome.*’ The parallels between the western and eastern empires are patent: 
courtiers in both sought to gain from implementing the policies of their su- 
perstitious leaders. 

Although the situations in west and east were similar, they were, of course, 
not identical: both began with specific allegations of poisoning and both 
devolved into witch-hunts against practitioners of what could be termed 
"magic," but where Valentinian's trials never actually uncovered any real 
threat to the empire, Valens's overturned a seamy rock of conspiracy un- 
der which were crawling some truly threatening creatures. Even after Pro- 
copius's revolt, Valens seems to have agitated the easterners over whom he 
ruled, and particularly the people of the province of Asia, from whose in- 
tellectual and cultural world he was entirely excluded. He no doubt exac- 
erbated the problem by his heavy reliance on professional bureaucrats, like 
the main instigators behind the trials, Modestus and Festus. We have already 
seen Valens's unwillingness to cast his patronage net broadly enough to em- 
ploy eastern aristocrats in the kinds of numbers necessary to keep them 
satisfied.®® For this reason, eastern grandees no doubt resented the emperor 
and were anxious to learn more about the prospects for a more beneficent 
successor. 

Wiebe has attempted to find in this a larger conspiracy of pagans hoping 
to revive the polytheist empire of Julian. It is certainly true that the vast 
majority of those involved were pagan, and that the procedures they used to 
divine Valens's successor were overtly pagan, even "theurgical." Even so, there 
is very little evidence for firm connections to Julian. None of the original 


85. AM 29.2.21-8; Eunap. VS 7.6.6—7; Hist. fr. 39.8 (Blockley) = Suid. 279; cf. Wiebe 
1995, 143-48. 

86. AM 29.2.26-28. 

87. AM 29.2.22-24: "ad aemulationem eorum commissa, quae facta sunt Romae." Festus 
certainly succeeded in using charges of magic to win the proconsulship of Asia from Eutropius; 
see Lib. Or. 1.158-9 with Norman 1965, 195 on dating. 

88. See pp. 58-66. 

89. Wiebe 1995, 106-11, 116-19; cf. Blockley 1975, 120-22. For a treatment similar to 
my own, see Funke 1967, 166—72. 
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consultants is known to have had connections with the Apostate.” Of those 
who became involved after the consultation, only two seem to have been fol- 
lowers of Julian, Theodorus and Maximus of Ephesus, and of these, only 
Theodorus willingly participated. Maximus, Julian's flamboyant philosoph- 
ical advisor, had been tortured and fined early in Valens's reign but had sub- 
sequently obtained a reprieve. By the later 360s, he had been allowed to re- 
gain considerable influence in Asia and Constantinople but was a natural 
target for suspicion when the treason trials broke out. He had indeed been 
consulted by the conspirators on the meaning of the oracle but chose not 
to participate in their cabal any further than predicting their demise. For 
this, Valens initially acquitted him at Antioch, but Festus eventually did him 
in during the final stage of prosecution in his native Asia Minor?! Thus, only 
two followers of Julian even knew of the oracle, and only one participated 
in the conspiracy. 

This is not to say that followers of Julian did not come in for suspicion in 
the trials that followed. Charges were brought against Eutropius, who before 
joining Valens as magister memoriae and. proconsul Asiae had served in Julian's 
court; Libanius, whose oratory had gushed with praise for Julian; and Alyp- 
ius, who had been charged by Julian with the reconstruction of the temple 
in Jerusalem. In the end, though, the first two were entirely acquitted and 
the third, having been fined and exiled, was later reprieved.?? To be sure, 
Valens feared a conspiracy of “Julianites,” but ultimately there proved to be 
no such thing. Indeed, these three were not even representative of the treat- 
ment received by the broader circle of Julian's followers during the period 
of the Antioch magic trials. We have already seen that these came in for ex- 
tremely rough treatment in the early years of Valens's reign. Yet in 372, they 
were largely left alone. We can count nine of Julian's friends and confidants, 
most of them pagan philosophers, whom we know to have lived on under 
Valens without ever becoming enmeshed in the conspiracy and without ever 
suffering in these trials.9?? 

The fulcrum of the conspiracy was not, then, to be found in supporters 
of Julian or even in the pagan community more broadly. The fact is that not 
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all those implicated in Valens's trials were even pagan. Several Christians 
numbered among those charged with treason and even magic.?* And even 
if the vast majority of those charged were pagans, many of them termed 
*philosophers" by our sources,?? they can hardly be said to have led a cru- 
sade for “the pagan opposition" as posited by Wiebe.” There is very little ev- 
idence that a unified pagan front ever really existed at all, in either east or 
west. Most pagan philosophers, including those implicated in the conspir- 
acy, were well aware of the treacherous line they walked in practicing the 
theurgical form of Neoplatonism so popular in the late Greek east. Their 
reaction to official restrictions on their cultic activities was not one of revo- 
lution but of withdrawal?" Even in the brief period of freedom they enjoyed 
under Julian's rule, several philosophers chose to keep their distance from 
the pagan emperor, and in the years following his death, most avoided the 
practice of rites that could be deemed magical and therefore prosecuted.”® 
We have no evidence that these pagans ever attempted to unite as a poliü- 
cal group against the hegemony of the new Christian empire. Their num- 
bers were too small, their ranks too divided, and their interests too other- 
worldly for them to have posed any serious threat. 

In as far as the philosophers involved were a unified front, they were, as 
with the Procopius revolt, more unified by their opposition to Valens than 
by any conscious decision to champion the cause of paganism. Many were, 
as noted, from the area of Asia Minor and its immediate surroundings. As 
such, they probably despised Valens after his rough treatment of this region 
during the revolt of Procopius. It is certainly the case that some pagans of 
Chalcedon (Kadiköy), the city that suffered most in the aftermath of the re- 
volt, put an elaborate curse tablet against the emperor in the walls of their 
city, where it was discovered when Valens had those walls dismantled for reuse 
in building projects at Constantinople.” This, however, was more typical of 
the “pagan reaction" to Valens than any sort of political uprising. These were 
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men from the educated elite,!°° men who probably did disdain Valens's 
rough-hewn demeanor and his inability to understand the nature of their 
religious practice. As "philosophers," though, they had few weapons with 
which to fight the emperor aside from their religion. Thus, even in the af- 
termath of the magic trials, a theurgical magic text lamented "those men 
like beasts, ignorant and unlearned, who through want of godly knowledge, 
know neither the help of divine refuge from man-destroying evil, nor the 
magical work that brings special wonder."!?! The text goes on to list the theur- 
gical properties of various stones, precisely the sorts of charms that terrified 
Valens, but also precisely the sorts of amulets that philosophers regarded as 
sympathetic links to divine power. Far from calling for revolution, though, 
the author of this text—who hid behind the pseudonym “Orpheus”—was 
comfortable concealing the marvels of his Hermetic religion from such un- 
godly authorities. Neither he nor the philosophers of 371 were in any posi- 
tion to make an attempt on the throne, let alone to restore the pagan em- 
pire of Julian. Their armies were mustered among the daimones, and their 
battles were fought with prayers, curses, and incantations. 

If anything, the “philosophers” involved in the conspiracy were pawns 
in a broader plot orchestrated by imperial courtiers. We have seen in sev- 
eral instances that Valens—a less than ideal emperor—was not well liked. 
Ammianus recounts a story that one of his own bodyguards tried to slay 
the Pannonian as he slept under a tree, and this, he claims, was only one 
of many threats to the emperor's life.!?? It is thus no surprise that Valens's 
ministers spearheaded this plot to steal his throne in 371. Of those charged 
in the first two phases of the trials, one had served as vicarius Asiae under 
Valens, another had worked for him in the office of the sacrae largitiones, a 
third was his tribune, two others were governors, and no fewer than three 
worked on the staff of the notarii, one of them being Theodorus himself.!?? 
Both Eunapius and Libanius agree that this was a palace conspiracy, per- 
haps a conspiracy centered among the notarii.!°* We must not forget that 
this was the corps whence Procopius had launched his career, and that it 
constituted a springboard for other talented intellectuals to attain positions 
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of power.!® Anger within this group and within Valens's bureaucracy more 
broadly may then have run high, both at the treatment of Procopius and 
at the generally crabbed tenor of Valens's administration. It is thus entirely 
conceivable that a group of imperial officials, dissatisfied with their rough 
and bumbling emperor, began seeking divine input about his successor. 

Nor was Valens unjustified in seeking to put a stop to their plans. Magic 
and astrology, particularly when used to undermine the authority of the em- 
peror, had always been a target for persecution. Magic and treason trials 
pocked the bloody surface of imperial politics throughout the fourth cen- 
tury, leaving all subjects aware of the consequences of prognosticating the 
fate of an emperor.!" Firmicus Maternus, still a convinced pagan when he 
composed his monumental astrological treatise the Mathesisin the 330s, res- 
olutely inserted a disclaimer into the closing of his second book that warned 
against inquiring into the fate of the emperor using either astrology or 
sacrifice. Indeed, he was so cautious about treading on this deadly ground 
that he felt compelled to deny explicitly that an emperor's numen could be 
subject to divine prediction at all.!°” The ideology of empire thus proscribed 
all inquiries like that pursued by the conspirators of 371, and no ancient au- 
thor sympathized with them. Rather, all agree that Valens had every right to 
prosecute their crimes to the fullest extent of the law.!® Valens had been 
faced with an open revolt little more than a year after he came to the throne, 
making him perpetually anxious, especially about threats coming from Asia, 
where Procopius's uprising had been based.! It is thus no surprise that he 
clamped down hard when the Theodorus affair came to light. 

Where Valens, and indeed Valentinian, went wrong was in allowing their 
treason trials to mushroom out of control. Justice was one thing, persecution 
quite another. By allowing anger to cloud their judgment and permitting 
their ministers too much leeway in prosecuting claims of magic and treason, 
both stepped well beyond the acceptable bounds of clemency demanded of 
an emperor.!!? Both Valens and Valentinian were notoriously hot-tempered. 
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Ammianus devotes two entire sections of his narrative to a catalog of Valen- 
tinian’s anger and cruelty, and that same rage features in numerous inde- 
pendent pagan and Christian sources.!!! He once had a young attendant 
beaten to death for accidentally letting a dog loose during a hunt and is even 
reputed to have kept two man-eating bears whom he fatted on the victims 
of his rage—probably an apocryphal story, but one indicative of contem- 
porary perceptions of the emperor’s temperament.!!? So, too, the sources 
on Valens regularly attribute his often vicious actions to his unbridled tem- 
per.!? Even in the course of these magic trials, Valens is reported to have 
seethed with rage on learning of the conspiracy and to have allowed that 
rage to affect both his presumption of guilt and his thirst for cruel punish- 
ments like strangulation, burning alive, and whipping to death.!!* 

Indeed, Valens probably outdid his brother on this score, because he was 
present at many of the magic trials in his domain, whereas Valentinian 
presided only from a distance. Valentinian was also at least willing to make 
some concessions to the elite in order to remain within the bounds of the 
law, whereas Valens is reported to have maintained only the facade of legal- 
ity, regularly stepping outside the law to satisfy his rage.!!? And the problem 
was only compounded by Valens's less than stellar intellect, which left him 
easy prey for the self-serving manipulations of his ministers. Both Modestus, 
his praetorian prefect, and Festus, his proconsul Asiae, are said to have capi- 
talized on Valens's hazy sense of justice and his overinflated air of imperial 
dignity to achieve their own ends.!!? By winning free rein to prosecute even 
tenuous charges, these ministers were able to collect handsomely from the 


111. AM 27.7.4-8, 29.3.1-9. That Valentinian was regarded by contemporaries as cruel is 
clear from the letter reported at AM 28.1.20. Other instances of Valentinian's cruelty at AM 
28.1.19, 23, 2.9, 6.12, 22, 28, 30.5.10, 19, 6.3, 8.1-6, 10; cf. Zos. 4.1.1, 16.3. Many sources re- 
fer to Valentinian euphemistically as "severus": Jer. Chron. s.a. 365; s.a. 371; Narratio Y (MGH.AA 
9.629); Epit. 45.5; Jord. Rom. 307; cf. Malalas 13.28, 31, 34 (dróropos ). Ammianus seems to 
respond to this sobriquet critically at 28.1.11: “acer magis quam severus." See also Blockley 1975, 
41-45. 

112. AM 29.3.2-3, 9. On the bears, see Sabbah 1978, 501 n. 140; 1992, 101-2. 

113. Epiph. Adv. haeres. 69.34.1-4 proves that Valens's anger (Tò Tod BactAdws OódAevros 
vus ) was already notorious during the emperor’s lifetime. For other instances of Valens's anger 
and cruelty, see Greg. Nys. Eun. 1.140; AM 26.6.7, 10.12, 14, 29.1.18-21, 27, 38, 42, 29.2.10, 
12, 17-18, 31.14.5-6; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley); fr. 44.5 = Suid. E 374; Epit. 46.3; Zos. 
4.8.4—5, 14.2; Zon. 13.16; Cedrenus, p. 550; Narratio 2 (MGH.AA 9.629); Ruf. HE 11.5; Soc. 
4.8.12, 16.1, 18.2, 9, 19.1, 32.5; Soz. 6.8.4—5, 14.2, 18.2-3, 21.6; Theod. HE 4.32.2, 34.3. See 
also Blockley 1975, 45-48. 

114. AM 29.1.18-22, 38, 29.2.10; Lib. Or. 46.8. 

115. AM 29.1.27, 31.14.6; cf. Zos. 4.15.2. 

116. AM 29.1.10-11, 19-20; Eunap. VS 7.6.7; Zos. 4.15.2-3. For the influence of Valens's 
ministers on his actions more broadly, see AM 27.5.8, 30.4.1-2, 31.4.4, 12.7; Lib. Or. 1.144; 
ctr. Them. Or. 8.106b, 109a, 10.129d. Valentinian is also blamed for allowing his ministers' 
influence to affect his judgment (Epit. 45.6). 


232 RELIGION UNDER THE VALENTINIANI 


confiscated estates of those convicted. Meanwhile, Valens, who cared more 
about the danger posed to his life and his throne than the danger of ruin- 
ing his reputation, turned a blind eye to the spectacle of slaughter unfold- 
ing before him.!!? 

The denunciation of Valentinian's and Valens's handling of the magic tri- 
als began immediately after the death of each emperor. In Valentinian's case, 
this meant that his own son Gratian was complicit in the denigration of his 
father's reputation, although he shifted most of the blame onto Valentin- 
ian's ministers, particularly Maximinus.!? On January 1, 376, forty-four days 
after Valentinian died, Gratian sent a reconciliatory speech to the Senate of 
Rome, which Symmachus called the harbinger of a “new age.”!!° Parts of it 
survive in two laws that tightened the investigation and punishment of crim- 
inal charges involving senatorials.!?? A series of laws soon followed limiting 
denunciations by slaves, relaxing the prosecution of forgery, and forbidding 
the torture ofsenatorials.!?! In his fourth oration, later that year, Symmachus 
bubbled with praise: “How great a thing that good morals no longer know 
fear, that he who relies on his own judgment is not terrified by that of an 
outsider, that the whole Senate is not numbered among the guilty, that sus- 
picion alone does not make one a culprit.”!?? Before the summer was out, 
Gratian had executed Maximinus and his successors as vicar of Rome Sim- 
plicius and Doryphorianus.!?? Senators, and particularly the pagans among 
them, could breath easier. From the summer of 376, we know of no fewer 
than four inscriptions recording mystery initiations by pagan senatorials!?*; 
a fifth marks the emperor's reconstruction of a temple of Isis at Ostia in 376, 
and a sixth, from the following year, yet another mystery dedication.!?? Also 
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in the summer of 376, Themistius echoed Symmachus's rhetoric of reprieve 
on his visit to Rome, and the same sense of relief fills the Gratiarum actio of 
Ausonius, still in 379.1% It was indeed a new age in the west, albeit a short- 
lived one before Gratian himself clamped down on paganism in the after- 
math of Adrianople. 

Feelings were no different on the death of Valens. Festus was removed 
from office and died soon thereafter, having slipped on the steps of a tem- 
ple of Nemesis where he had gone to consult regarding nightmares of the 
philosopher Maximus dragging him to hell with a noose.!?? Valens, whose 
own death by burning alive (according to one report) recompensed his cruel 
punishments, had himself been haunted with dreams of his victims from An- 
tioch, if we can believe Ammianus." By spring 379, Valens’s court orator 
Themistius was already diverting the emperor Theodosius with veiled digs 
at the cruelty of his predecessor."? These became bolder by 381, when 
Themistius very clearly referred to Valens's cruelty and death, warning: 
"There is no refuge for the emperor who cares not for justice, not in the 
cowardice of his soldiers, nor in the indifference of his generals.”!?° Similar 
allusions in Themistius's remaining speeches to Theodosius make it clear 
that he despised the behavior of Valens in this regard.!?! It was, after all, he 
who had warned Valens of the consequences of intolerance. By the time Am- 
mianus was writing in the early 390s, these consequences were clear: 


O noble idea of wisdom . . . how much would you have corrected in those dark 
days if it had been permitted Valens to know through you that power—as the 
wise declare—is nothing else than the care for others' welfare; that it is the 
duty of a good ruler to restrain his power, to resist unbounded desire and im- 
placable anger, and to know—as the dictator Caesar used to say—that the rec- 
ollection of cruelty is a wretched support for old age!!?? 


Valentinian and Valens had thus carried things too far. They both initiated 
magic and treason trials at approximately the same time. Valentinian's trials 
never turned up any serious threat to his throne, but Valens's, of course, did. 
The threat was not, however, posed by a group of pagan revivalists or by a 
conspiracy of Julian's supporters. Rather, it seems to have centered around 
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acoterie of imperial officials who were using magic and divination as a means 
to achieve their ends. The reality of the threat these posed is acknowledged 
by contemporary sources, which are therefore slow to criticize Valens for pros- 
ecuting lése-majesté. More reprehensible—to ancients as also to moderns— 
was the zeal with which Valens and his brother attacked those whom they 
feared. 


CHAOS AND TOLERATION: 
THE ARIAN CRISIS AND VALENTINIAN'S RESPONSE 

No one would envy Valens the woes he faced with the Christian church. The 
bickering, the posturing, the pressuring, the manipulation and violence of 
mid-fourth-century Christians were indeed appalling. From the perspective 
of a pagan like Ammianus, “no wild beasts are such enemies to mankind as 
are most of the Christians in their deadly hatred of one another." ? Valens 
came to power at perhaps the worst possible moment in the history of the 
fourth-century church. Strife and discord over the nature of Christ had grown 
steadily since the early 320s and had reached a peak by 360, particularly in 
Valens's half of the empire. For while the west was generally comfortable with 
its mildly monarchian presumptions about the trinity and—with the excep- 
tion of Illyricum—had little stomach for stirring Arianism into its doctrinal 
pot, the east was a seething cauldron of controversy between so many com- 
peting and mutually contradictory positions that there would have been no 
way to satisfy all parties. Even so, Valens did himself no favors by allowing 
himself to become embroiled in the issue. While his brother maintained a 
detached indifference to ecclesiastical controversy, Valens did not or could 
not succeed in doing the same. 

The Arian controversy was ignited over the person of Christ. An Alexan- 
drian priest named Arius had posited that, for Christ to be distinct from 
the one God (God the Father), he must have been generated by the Father 
and thus inferior to his divinity. With this Christology, Arius certainly over- 
came the problem of monarchianism, by which the distinction between the 
persons of the trinity collapses to the point of nonexistence. On the other 
hand, he created an entirely new problem by making of Christ something 
less than God. The controversy this new theory raised in Alexandria soon 
spread broadly enough to require imperial attention. At the Council of 
Nicaea (Iznik; see map 2) organized by Constantine in 325, over two hun- 
dred bishops met and endorsed an imperially sanctioned formula wherein 
Christ was mandated to be “of the same nature" as the Father (homoousios).!?* 
But within three years, the unity achieved at Nicaea had broken down, par- 
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ticularly under the influence of the powerful Arian bishop Eusebius of Nico- 
media, who had won his way into the good graces of Constantine and soon 
began deposing and often exiling his opponents. 

When Constantine died in 337, after an Arian baptism at the hands of 
Eusebius, his sons soon found themselves at odds over Christology: the west— 
under the sole rule of Constans after 340—cleaved to Nicaea, while the east— 
under Constantius since 337 —invented various revised creeds, which granted 
at least some of the tenets of Arianism. Among Eusebius's targets for exile 
had been Athanasius of Alexandria, the canonical paladin of Nicene *Or- 
thodoxy" and one of its only die-hard supporters in the east. In the after- 
math of Constantine's death, Athanasius beguiled the bishop of Rome and 
the emperor Constans into taking up the defense of Nicaea on his behalf. 
But with Constans's death in 350, this support for Nicaea disappeared, and 
Constantius, now master of the entire empire, began applying steady pres- 
sure to unite east and west under a semi-Arian creed. The 350s saw council 
after council, synod after synod in a mind-numbing blur of bickering, all aimed 
at achieving ecclesiastical and imperial concord. Instead, the creation of so 
many venues for debate only allowed the various rival groups to articulate 
increasingly firm and mutually exclusive positions.!?? 

By 360, there were four well-defined parties, each with considerable fol- 
lowings. In addition to the Homoousians, there were Anomoeans, Ho- 
moiousians, and Homoians. Where the Homoousians still held to the same- 
ness of nature formula propounded at Nicaea, the Anomoeans, led by the 
master logicians Aetius and Eunomius, began preaching a radical Arianism 
in which Christ was distinctly subordinate to and unlike (anomoios) the fa- 
ther. The Homoiousians, the true compromise party, under their leaders 
Macedonius of Constantinople and Basil of Ancyra, wished to walk a line be- 
tween monarchianism and Arianism by declaring that Christ was neither a 
creature nor the same as the Father but was like the father according to his 
nature (homoiousios). The Homoians, led by Eudoxius of Antioch and Acacius 
of Caesarea, carried this one step further. They too denied that Christ was 
created but refused to employ the word *nature" (ousia) at all, agreeing only 
that Christ was "like /homo?os] unto the Father according to the scriptures.” 
There were thus two radical groups, the Homoousians and Anomoeans, and, 
in the middle, two more moderate semi-Arian groups, the Homoiousians and 
the Homoians. Even so, none would have willingly labeled themselves “Ar- 
ian," for this tag had become anathema after the Council of Nicaea. 

The Homoian position was the one ultimately supported toward the end 
of his life by Constantius II, who assembled grandiose councils in hopes of 
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settling the matter once and for all.?? In the second half of 359, he tried to 
impose a Homoian formula at dual ecumenical councils held at Ariminium 
(Rimini) in the west and Isaurian Seleucia (Silifke) in the east. Most of the 
western bishops at Rimini eventually signed on, although most later revoked 
their endorsement, claiming they had been forced into it. By contrast, the 
eastern council in Seleucia bifurcated into separate Homoian and Ho- 
moiousian enclaves. Constantius, however, had made up his mind, and as 
early as January 360, he gave the Homoians another chance to assert their 
dominance at a council in Constantinople. Here, under the leadership of 
Eudoxius and Acacius, they succeeded in ratifying their formula of faith and 
deposing and exiling their opponents, especially the Homoiousian leaders 
Basil of Ancyra and Macedonius of Constantinople —Constantius had already 
exiled the Anomoean chief Aetius.!?’ In place of Macedonius, Eudoxius was 
now transferred to the eastern capital to serve as bishop there. His place in 
Antioch was soon taken by a young protégé of Acacius's named Meletius. 
And the Homoian bishop George was reimposed in Alexandria, Athanasius 
being already in exile. Thus, when Constantius died in November 361, Ho- 
moianism had been made the Christology of the "imperial church" and much 
of the east came to follow its formula. Aside from sizeable Homoiousian en- 
claves in western Anatolia and the Nicene stronghold of Alexandria, the east 
was essentially Homoian.!?® 

The fire of controversy had only begun to die down when Julian threw new 
fuel onto it. Knowing full well that, left to their own devices, the Christians 
would begin savaging one another, Julian recalled all the bishops exiled un- 
der Constantius, especially those exiled at the council of Constantinople.!?? 
As predicted, the ecclesiastics quickly began fighting among themselves and 
organizing synods to restate their positions and bolster their claims to au- 
thority. Meanwhile, the pagan jubilee that followed Julian's arrival in the east 
started producing a number of Christian martyrs and confessors, mostly Ho- 
moians.!“° This garnered the seal of legitimacy for the Homoian cause and 
further strengthened its claim to authority even as its rivals struggled to 
achieve the same. By the time Julian died, the eastern church was in a state 
of total chaos, a state best witnessed by the officious parade of pleaders that 
soon confronted Jovian on his return from Persia in 363. 
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As Jovian and his army hobbled back toward Antioch (see map 5) in the 
autumn of that year, he was met first by a letter from the Homoiousians, which 
reached him even as he crossed into imperial territory. Naturally, these 
wanted to regain the upper hand and sought this by attacking the Anomoeans 
and requesting their own reinstatement. Jovian is reported to have dismissed 
their claim, saying that he hated controversy but loved and honored con- 
cord.!*! For their part, the Anomoeans sent representatives who met Jovian 
in Edessa (Urfa) to plead for their cause, but they too were turned away with 
a call to reconciliation.!* In his turn, the Nicene Athanasius hastened to Hi- 
erapolis (Membij) to meet the emperor's train and represent the Ho- 
moousian position, which essentially meant himself.!^ Although Julian had 
recalled all banished bishops from exile—including Athanasius—the bel- 
ligerent Alexandrian had succeeded in getting himself chased away again in 
October 362.!** After Julian’s death was announced in Egypt on August 19, 
363, Athanasius came out of hiding in Alexandria but knew he had to ob- 
tain imperial support again for the legitimation of his claim to the see.!? He 
therefore hastened to meet Jovian’s entourage and win his approval.!*° He 
was especially anxious to catch Jovian before he reached Antioch, where re- 
sistance to Athanasius awaited from the fourth party, the Homoians, who soon 
made their own case to Jovian in an effort to promote their chosen bishop 
of Alexandria, Lucius.!4? 
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Of course, Jovian was well aware that Athanasius’s support in Alexandria 
was by this time overwhelming and that the bishop had become an icon of 
orthodoxy in the west. The emperor would surely have been undermining 
his self-proclaimed pursuit of concord had he notapproved Athanasius’s con- 
trol of the Egyptian metropolis. This, rather than his love of Nicene ortho- 
doxy, explains why he did so. Yet this single act has led to the universal claim 
in our Nicene sources that Jovian was himself a stalwart Homoousian. Of 
this we must be skeptical, for there is little substantive proof that the new 
emperor held any fixed doctrinal position.!*? Even so, sensing that Jovian 
favored Athanasius, Antioch's formerly Homoian bishop Meletius—who had 
already been leaning toward Nicaea since his election in 360— called a coun- 
cil at precisely the time Jovian was passing through the city and, together 
with a number of former semi-Arians, publicly subscribed to Nicaea.!*? Every- 
one, it seems, was hoping to win the approval of the new emperor and use 
it to strengthen his position vis-a-vis his opponents. They met instead with 
Jovian's studied impartiality and call for peace. 

Jovian died before his true skills as a manager of ecclesiastical controversy 
could be tested. His rhetoric of concord was, however, kept alive by his suc- 
cessor, Valentinian. All of our sources claim that Valentinian was a Nicene, 
and he did indeed support Nicene bishops in the west, where these vastly 
outnumbered their semi-Arian counterparts. The same sources make it clear, 
though, that Valentinian did not favor Nicenes any more than any other 
Christian faction.!?? As with pagan religion, Valentinian seems to have been 
largely indifferent, an attribute that paid off in the half of the empire where 
doctrinal controversy was already more the exception than the rule. He was 
also indifferent toward Jews and passed laws in their favor—as indeed did 
Valens.!?! The only religious groups he attacked, Manichaeans and Donatists, 
had long been regarded as part of the fringe and were widely held to be sub- 
versive.!?? Otherwise, his attitude toward Christian controversy was well 
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summed up in the response he gave to a group of Homoiousian bishops who 
met him in Thrace in 364 and requested permission to hold a council at 
Lampsacus (Lapseki; see map 3) in support of their position: "I am but one 
of the laity and have therefore no right to interfere in these transactions; let 
the priests, to whom such matters appertain, assemble where they please.”!5? 
This impartiality eventually served as the basis for Ambrose's plea that Valen- 
tinian's son Valentinian II steer clear of doctrinal partisanship and later won 
great praise for Valentinian in all our sources.!?* 

Even so, the Homoousians soon came to learn that Valentinian's impar- 
tiality could cut both ways. When the Nicene crusader Hilary of Poitiers tried 
to oust Auxentius, the Homoian bishop of Milan, from his see for *Arian- 
ism" in 364/65, Valentinian—who was in Milan—set up an inquest under 
his own quaestor and. magister officiorum. In the event, though, Auxentius dis- 
comfited Hilary and won the approval of the emperor, who was clearly more 
interested in maintaining the peace in Milan than in asserting any one doc- 
trinal position. Once again, in 371, Pope Damasus convened a council in 
Rome to approve the condemnation of Auxentius. Although he had impe- 
rial approval for his meeting, he did not win any imperial aid for deposing 
Auxentius, who remained in place down to his death in 374.99 Naturally, 
controversy cropped up in this year over the question of Auxentius's suc- 
cessor, but here again Valentinian refused to get involved. When his own gov- 
ernor Ambrose —a Nicene—obtruded himself into the position, Valentin- 
ian gladly acquiesced.!?? To him it mattered little whether Milan was Nicene 
or Arian, so long as it remained at peace. 

Perhaps the best example of Valentinian's tolerance of religious difference 
comes in the schism that developed over the election of a successor to the 
bishop of Rome in 366. On the death of Pope Liberius on September 24 of 
that year, the two rival factions in the Roman church each elected their own 
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candidate: Damasus was chosen by the majority faction and Ursinus by the 
minority. Within days, conflicts erupted, which led to two or even three bloody 
melees in the churches of Rome.'? In response to this rioting, Valentinian 
showed a moderation uncharacteristic of his personality. He first expelled 
Ursinus but quickly recalled him and his cohorts saying: “[W]e pity them all 
both because of the mildness of our nature and in consideration of the law 
and religion."? When riots broke out again, claiming 137 more victims, the 
emperor again banned the Ursinians—still with misgivings. His orders are 
preserved in the so-called Collectio Avellana, which contains a total of eight of 
Valentinian's letters on the issue, in each of which he stresses the importance 
of concord and the need to strive for peace.!9? Valentinian was thus even will- 
ing to relax his customary severity in order to achieve peace within the church. 
He was both savvy enough to avoid attacking believers and pragmatic enough 
to understand that such violence compromised his own security. 

As much as anything, Valentinian distanced himself from the politics of 
the church, because he knew well that he was not a holy man but a soldier 
emperor. Thus his laws on Christian religion were generally favorable but 
hardly lavished the sorts of rewards on the church that his predecessors or 
successors did. He did not, for example, fully restore Constantine's grants 
of public revenues to churches, which Julian had eliminated.!9! On the con- 
trary, he severely restricted the rights of churches and churchmen to inherit 
property, mostly as a way to keep it on the tax rolls.!? Where money was in- 
volved, then, he always held economy above religion. He did, of course, take 
simple, cost-free measures to promote Christianity, like banning the condem- 
nation of Christians to the games and granting blanket amnesties to convicted 
criminals at Easter.'® This record shows an emperor who, while certainly a 
believer, was hardly concerned with going down as a saint. 

Indeed, Valentinian was apparently so indifferent to religious distinctions 
thathe probably altered his initial doctrinal leanings in order to conform with 
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the norms of the west where he ruled. As noted, all of our sources claim that 
Valentinian was a Nicene, and Theodoret would have it that Valens was also 
originally.!€^ Theodoret even manipulated a strange synodical decree he had 
found to make it seem that both emperors remained unsullied supporters of 
the Homoousion into the middle years of their reigns.!® In a characteristi- 
cally misogynistic twist, Theodoret holds that, like Adam, Valens was only later 
tempted down the path of sin by his wife Domnica.!° Domnica certainly was 
an “Arian” of some flavor,!®’ but her corruption of a previously orthodox hus- 
band sounds prima facie tendentious. The fact is that Valens, and probably 
Valentinian as well, had probably been “Arians” since they were boys. 

Both grew up surrounded by Arians in their native province of Pannonia. 
Shortly before Valens was born, Arius himself had been banished to Il- 
lyricum,!6® and there he is said to have established a loyal group of follow- 
ers, chief among them another Valens, bishop of Mursa, a day's walk from 
their native Cibalae, and Ursacius, bishop of Jovian's home town of Singidu- 
num (see map 1).!® Both Valens and Ursacius became extremely influen- 
tial in ecclesiastical politics when the semi-Arian emperor Constantius moved 
into their area in 351. In that year, they imposed a like-minded easterner 
named Germinius as bishop in Sirmium and, working together with him, 
eventually designed the official imperial creed—the Homoian creed—which 
Constantius endorsed at the Councils of Ariminium and Seleucia in 359.!” 
Pannonia was thus, in a very real sense, the home of the Homoian church, 
for which Valens later crusaded. 

Moreover, we have some fairly good evidence of what spiritual life in Pan- 
nonia must have been like in the early years of the two future emperors. From 
A.D. 366, we possess a fascinating document recording proceedings against 
an obstinate Nicene layman named Heraclianus by none other than Ger- 
minius of Sirmium.!"! The Altercatio Heracliani describes how the Nicene was 
prosecuted for his belief in the Homoousion, which roused the Arian pop- 
ulation of Sirmium to a frenzy. Eventually, Germinius ordered his deacon to 
knock Heraclianus's teeth out and forbade contact with the dissident as a 
heretic. St. Martin, whom we met as a son of Pannonia in the first chapter, 
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had been similarly beaten and thrown out of his home town of Savaria for 
his Nicene beliefs a decade earlier.!” 

Coming out of this world, Valens is unlikely to have held anything but Ho- 
moian beliefs. For his part, Valentinian received “Arian” doctrine in equal 
measure from the bishops of his homeland and the religion of the military 
camps where he grew up, for these surely followed the mandate of the em- 
peror. It is thus likely that he too started out an Arian and would probably 
have remained such during his years of retirement in Sirmium—home of 
the pious hooligan Germinius—after 357.17? He was at any rate, as we have 
seen, indifferent to Arians and eventually took one for his second wife.!?*. 

Whether Valentinian actually converted to Nicene Christianity or simply 
masked his Homoianism we can no longer say. His indifference to doctrinal 
issues renders his true position all but opaque. The fact is that he favored 
Christianity, but not excessively. While granting simple and inexpensive priv- 
ileges to Christians, he refrained from lavishing his favor on the church or 
any one group within it. He remained largely indifferent on questions of 
heresy and schism and thus avoided becoming the focal point for bishops 
hoping to promote themselves through doctrinal manipulations. Under his 
influence, Valens attempted to do the same. As we shall see, with the pass- 
ing of time the eastern emperor found this increasingly difficult and even- 
tually became completely ensnared in religious persecutions. Such was not 
his brother's wish; indeed, such was probably not Valens's wish. Such was, 
however, the nature of eastern Christendom in the fourth century. 


AUTOCRACY AND PERSECUTION: VALENS'S RESPONSE TO THE ARIAN CRISIS 


Valens was not entirely unlike his brother in his treatment of Christian reli- 
gion. Indeed, even where Valens used strong-arm tactics, he always did so in 
an effort to coerce “concord” out of the unwilling. Thus when he heard about 
disturbances over the successor to the see of Constantinople, Valens sent in 
the troops, but mainly with the object of ending the uprising.!7? So, too, when 
Valens's praetorian prefect Modestus exiled the Anomoean leader Eu- 
nomius, it was in order to prevent him from fomenting further discord in 
the churches and cities.!7° After ordering Athanasius's exile in 365, Valens 
granted an appeal from the rowdy populace of Alexandria for the bishop's 
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reinstatement, again to avoid violence.!"7 And even when Valens sent an army 
to impose the Homoian bishop Lucius in Alexandria after Athanasius's death, 
he initially hoped to ensure peace with these forces, who only did violence 
to resisters after offering them the option of an accord on the emperor's 
terms.!7® When he set on Basil of Caesarea, Valens again made it clear that 
simple compliance with Homoian doctrine would lead to peace and pros- 
perity.!” Like his brother, then, Valens desired harmony in the church. Un- 
like his brother, though, he had not learned from the Christian persecutions 
of his third and early fourth-century Illyrian predecessors that belief cannot 
be dictated by force. 

In what follows, I begin by discussing Valens’s baptism by the Homoians 
at the beginning of his reign and the influence this had on his subsequent 
religious position. I then treat Valens’s handling of the Arian crisis, which 
can be broken into three phases. Initially, Valens took a fairly strong position 
in favor of the leading party in the east, the Homoians. In so doing, he cer- 
tainly used might to enforce the decisions of the council of Constantinople 
against those deposed there, the Homoiousians and Anomoeans. Even so, 
he does not appear to have attacked Christians other than those condemned 
at Constantinople. In the years between 366 and 373, Valens turned to a more 
moderate position and brought only mild pressure to bear on non-Homoians 
in an effort to encourage —not coerce — conformity. In this period, he came 
much closer to the ideal achieved by Valentinian. Finally, Valens eventually 
went back onto the offensive against an increasingly intransigent Nicene party 
toward the end of his reign. After the death of Athanasius in 373, he began 
to exert considerable force in order to achieve the illusory end of unifying 
the church around the Homoian creed. His obstinate insistence on a Ho- 
moian state church and his consequent attempts to struggle against Nicene 
opponents turned him into the ferocious persecutor our sources love to hate. 

In the same section ofhis ecclesiastical history where Theodoret claims that 
Valens was initially orthodox, the author also describes Valens's “Arian” bap- 
tism at the hands of Eudoxius of Constantinople. This, he says, was prompted 
by Valens's wife and by the emperor's fear of death before his upcoming 
Gothic campaign.!?? Theodoret’s date is certainly correct, for Jerome's Chron- 
icle reports that Valens was baptized by Eudoxius in 366, the year before the 
beginning of the Gothic war.!?! But the charge that Domnica made him do 
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it is, as noted earlier, misleading. From his first arrival in Constantinople, 
Valens's religious leanings were heavily influenced by Eudoxius.!* Indeed, 
most sources claim that it was Eudoxius rather than Domnica who persuaded 
Valens to undergo baptism in the first place.!®? Moreover, again and again 
the sources claim that Eudoxius and his Homoian counterpart in Antioch, 
Euzoius, were behind Valens's religious policies: Eudoxius persuaded Valens 
to annul the Homoiousian council at Lampsacus in 365;?* he encouraged 
Valens to uphold the expulsion of Homoiousians ordered by the council of 
Constantinople; ? he prevented Valens from meeting with Eunomius in 
366;!*° he instigated Valens to forbid a Nicene council at Tarsus in 3665197 
he traveled to Marcianople with Valens during his first Gothic war and there 
advised him on religious affairs.5^ Meanwhile, Euzoius encouraged Valens 
to impose a Homoian bishop in Alexandria in 373;!% and Valens expelled 
all those who did not follow Euzoius from Antioch. We have already seen 
that Valens's lack of education and lack of Greek led him to rely on a small 
coterie of professional bureaucrats for advice on administrative matters.!?! 
It seems that Valens was also willing to entrust ecclesiastical affairs to a small 
though powerful group of Homoian clerics. 

Though such claims of unholy influence are stereotyped in our source 
traditions, we should not assume that they are wrong. They are at least con- 
temporary, for they were reported by Epiphanius in Valens's own lifetime: 


Their gang of snakes won out yet a second time through Eudoxius, who wormed 
his way into the confidence of the devout emperor Valens, a very pious man 
and a lover of God, and once again corrupted his sense of hearing. The reason 
the Arians could maintain their position was Valens's baptism by Eudoxius. . . . 
By the emperor's patronage, that is, his protection, they won out so as to get 
to work on all the wrongs that have been done and are still being done by them 
at Alexandria, Nicomedia, Mesopotamia, and Palestine under the patronage 
of the same current emperor.!? 
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Gregory of Nazianzus's Encomium of Basil, delivered shortly after Valens's 
death, says much the same, that Valens was “debased by those who led him," 
and indicates that the emperor traveled with an entourage of Homoian ad- 
visers.?? Indeed, there may even have been links between this group and 
the Homoians back home in Pannonia, for Gregory of Nyssa indicates that 
Valens's second attack on Basil was led by “one of the God-haters from II- 
lyricum.”! Then, too, after Valens exiled Eunomius for involvement in the 
Procopius revolt, he recalled him because Valens, the bishop of Pannonian 
Mursa, convinced the emperor of Eunomius's innocence.! If, as seems rea- 
sonable, Valens the emperor knew and trusted this homonymous bishop from 
a city just a day's walk from his home town, we can begin to explain his readi- 
ness to relax his order against a cleric who had aided and abetted the usurper. 
Moreover, Valens of Mursa certainly knew Valens's chief religious advisor, the 
like-minded Eudoxius of Constantinople: both had attended councils to- 
gether in the 340s and 350s and both championed the Homoian creed at 
the respective councils of Rimini and Constantinople. It is quite possible, 
then, that Valens of Mursa recommended his compatriot Valens of Cibalae 
to Eudoxius of Constantinople when the new emperor returned from Sir- 
mium to Thrace in late 364.19 

This would certainly explain why Valens (the emperor) took up the cause 
of Homoianism immediately after his return to the east in this year. Although 
he was not baptized until 366, Valens had already begun supporting Eudoxius 
as early as September 364, when he defended him against Homoiousian de- 
tractors who hoped to win the emperor to their cause.!”” We have already 
seen that Valentinian happily granted the Homoiousians the right to as- 
semble a council at Lampsacus in summer 364. Naturally, these restated 
support for their position at Seleucia, rejected the Homoian council of Con- 
stantinople, and ordered the expulsion of its leaders, especially Eudoxius of 
Constantinople. They then made a special effort to catch Valens on his re- 
turn from Illyricum in the fall of 364 before he reached Eudoxius in the 
eastern capital. But, as Sozomen tells us, Valens had already made an accord 
with Eudoxius and thus simply ordered the Homoiousians not to be at vari- 
ance with his favorite. When the Homoiousians persisted and angered the 
emperor, he banished them and ordered their replacement by partisans of 
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Eudoxius.!%? This was only the beginning of a more systematic attack on Ho- 
moiousians, which will be discussed in a moment. For now, it must be noted 
that, in taking this position, Valens was both adhering to his own Homoian 
Christological assumptions and, more important, upholding the status quo. 
The Homoians were, as we have seen, the dominant church in the east when 
Valens attained the throne, and they had gained their dominance at the ex- 
pense of the Homoiousians. In upholding the council of Constantinople by 
suppressing the Homoiousians, Valens was carrying on the task initiated by 
Constantius II of defending the official state church.?9? 

In the summer of 365, Valens and his army set out from Constantinople 
toward the Persian frontier and along the way stopped in Cappadocian Cae- 
sarea (Kayseri). Here again we can see the outlines of his efforts to uphold 
the decrees of Constantinople, not so much in what happened as in what 
did not. We know from two contemporary letters of Gregory of Nazianzus 
that the approach of *these wild beasts that are rushing on the Church" was 
anticipated with some trepidation.??! It is entirely natural that the arrival of 
the court struck fear into many a heart in Caesarea, for the bishop there, 
Eusebius, and his wealthy and influential new priest Basil had both been sup- 
porters of the Homoiousians. Fortunately, however, Eusebius had steered 
clear of the council of Constantinople and, although Basil had gone with 
the Homoiousians Basil of Ancyra and Eustathius of Sebaste (Sivasli), he left 
early under mysterious circumstances.?? In anticipation of the contest with 
Valens, Basil—who had earlier retreated from Caesarea after bickering with 
Eusebius—returned to his native city. Gregory would have it that he was eager 
to defend the local church against the emperor, but the troubles he antici- 
pated seem never to have materialized. This is because Basil and Eusebius 
of Caesarea were never Valens's targets, for they had not been condemned 
at Constantinople in 360. 

Basil's and Eusebius's anxieties will have been piqued by a decree issued 
by Valens in the spring of 365 ordering that “bishops who had been deposed 
and expelled from their churches under Constantius but who had reclaimed 
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and retaken their bishoprics in the time of Julian's reign should once again 
be expelled from their churches.”? This, too, was aimed at the Homoiou- 
sians condemned at Constantinople. Even so, the order naturally raised the 
question of Athanasius, who certainly fitits specifications. Athanasius was not 
a Homoiousian and thus not Valens's main concern, but he was a trouble- 
maker, and Valens would have gladly countenanced his disappearance. Nat- 
urally, the city council of Alexandria was in a quandary, for they could nei- 
ther disobey the order nor expel Athanasius without grave consequences. 
Athanasius was hugely popular among the masses,”” and these had already 
begun to raise disturbances on his behalf as the council debated its options. 
Ultimately, the councilors cleverly threw the question back to the emperor: 
true, Athanasius was exiled by Constantius and recalled by Julian; but he had 
been reexiled by Julian and recalled by Jovian, so did the order apply? The 
question was sent to Valens on June 8, 365. A reply granting Athanasius leave 
to remain came back only on January 31, 366. We need not assume that Va- 
lens granted the reprieve because of any great sympathy for Athanasius. Be- 
tween the forwarding of the question and the arrival of the response, the 
Procopius revolt had broken out, and Valens was in no need of riots in Alexan- 
dria over the deposition of the local hero.?® Athanasius's reprieve was a sim- 
ple question of maintaining the peace. 

The Procopius revolt seems also to have affected the Homoiousian ques- 
tion in ways previous scholars have failed to recognize because of mistakes 
in chronology. Once Procopius gained control of Bithynia and Asia, former 
Homoiousian strongholds, these partisans were given a new lease on life. 
Frustrated with their inability to make headway with Valens after the coun- 
cil at Lampsacus, the Homoiousians had held synods in Smyrna (Izmir), Pi- 
sidia, Isauria, Pamphylia, and Lycia in the fall of 364. From these, they de- 
cided to organize an embassy to proceed to Rome and eventually to the court 
of Valentinian for redress.*°° Valentinian had, after all, granted them per- 
mission to assemble in the first place and may thus have been regarded as a 
softer target than his brother. The embassy traveled by boat and so is un- 
likely to have departed until the sea-lanes reopened the following spring. 
Over the summer of 365, the ambassadors negotiated with Pope Liberius in 
Rome and gradually came to an accord, but only after having agreed to sub- 
scribe to the creed of Nicaea. They did not, however, proceed to Milan to find 
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Valentinian, for he had already left Italy for Gaul by the time they were free 
to consult him. This means that they had to have remained in Italy until the 
fall of 365, when the western emperor is known to have departed from Mi- 
lan for Paris.” 

After abandoning the plan to contact Valentinian, the group sailed via 
Sicily back to the east and there presented western letters of support from 
Rome and Sicily to a council at Tyana. That group agreed to assemble a much 
larger council in Tarsus in order to ratify the western decrees—in other 
words, in order to ratify Nicaea. Under the influence of Eudoxius, Valens 
forbade the Tarsus council to convene. This cannot have been until early 
June 366, for up to that time Eudoxius had been in territory controlled by 
Procopius and would have been incommunicado to Valens. Indeed, Sozomen 
reports that the Tarsus council was to have taken place “while it was still 
spring," by which he must mean the spring of 366, the same spring when 
Valens first reestablished contact with his Constantinopolitan advisor.??? Once 
we understand this, we can better see why thirty Homoiousians who were 
dissatisfied with the proposed shift to Nicaea were able to assemble in Caria 
shortly before the planned council in Tarsus and reaffirm the creed of Se- 
leucia.?? That group would also have been in territory controlled by Pro- 
copius at the time. It seems, then, that even though Valens had nearly snuffed 
them out in the summer of 365, Procopius had given the Homoiousians a 
new lease on life in early 366. 

This chronological revelation also explains why, for a short time after the 
end of the Procopius revolt, Valens needed to continue his efforts to uphold 
the depositions issued against the Homoiousians at Constantinople. Imme- 
diately after the fighting with Procopius had ceased—while Valens was re- 
laxing in Nicaea—he had the Homoiousian bishop of Cyzicus, Eleusius, sum- 
moned to a Homoian synod on the fate of his episcopacy.?!? Eleusius had 
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also been deposed at Constantinople but—according to Socrates—had re- 
gained his footing at Cyzicus during the Procopius revolt. Valens no doubt 
intended to carry through the deposition if Eleusius did not relent.?!! In the 
face of threatened expulsion and confiscations, the bishop quailed and 
agreed to subscribe to Homoianism. His case drives home the point that 
Valens was aiming to uphold the Homoian state church and the decrees of 
its council against Homoiousians. It also confirms that Procopius created 
something of a bump on the road to carrying out this plan. 

One final loser at the at the end of Constantius's life had been the Ano- 
moean leader Aetius. He had been exiled in 359 and condemned at the coun- 
cil of Constantinople the following year, but was recalled under Julian, who 
had been particularly gracious to him as a former friend of his half-brother 
Gallus.?!? Aetius thus fell under the order of Valens redeposing and exiling 
bishops who had been recalled by Julian. Apparently to escape detection, 
Aetius went to Lesbos, where Julian had given him estates. At the same time, 
his protégé Eunomius also withdrew from his failed appointment to the bish- 
opric of Cyzicus and retired to his own property in Chalcedon. There, Eu- 
nomius soon offered refuge to Procopius in the months before his rebel- 
lion.?!? Naturally, this did not sit well with Valens, who, as we have already 
seen, ordered Eunomius's exile for aiding and abetting the usurper—Aetius 
had meanwhile expired. We have also seen that, on the advice of Valens of 
Mursa, the emperor again recalled Eunomius. Nevertheless, Valens refused 
him an imperial audience and later upheld his banishment from Constan- 
tinople, where Eunomius had been raising trouble.?!* Once Modestus be- 
came praetorian prefect late in 370, he again exiled Eunomius one last 
time.?!° In finally having done with Eunomius, Valens was simultaneously rid- 
ding himself of a traitor and upholding the council of Constantinople's ban 
on Anomoeans. 

In the years following the Procopius revolt, Valens seems to have relaxed 
hisreligious posture considerably. Some expulsions were effected, but by and 
large Valens applied only minor pressures to bring bishops in line with his 
Homoian beliefs. It is not clear whether the revolt, which he had in some 
ways provoked with his harshness, was a deciding factor in Valens's choice 
to exercise more restraint. While it may be true that the Procopius incident 
was the biggest reason for Valens's reprieve of Athanasius, it seems that in 
most other instances, Valens abated his use of force primarily because he 
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had accomplished his initial goal. For this reason, Valens left Athanasius al- 
most entirely alone after January 366.?!? A number of Athanasius's letters 
from the period between 366 and his death in 373 survive, and none ofthem 
give any indication of troubles.?"7 Indeed, the narrative sources are a bit em- 
barrassed to admit that the arch-persecutor Valens did nothing to their rev- 
erend confessor and attribute this clemency to the emperor's fear of insur- 
rection.?!? This was certainly the case, for much as Valens would have loved 
to see a Homoian bishop in Alexandria, he was wise enough to avoid a fight 
over the issue while Athanasius was alive. So, too, the Nicene Vetranio of Tomi 
had a minor run in with Valens but suffered little for it because of the em- 
peror's overriding concern with stability and concord. It seems that when 
Valens visited Tomi during his first Gothic war in 368, Vetranio upbraided 
the Pannonian for his Homoianism and then staged a mass walkout from 
his city to insult the emperor. Valens was so infuriated that he ordered Ve- 
tranio's banishment, but he quickly rescinded the order to avoid local un- 
rest.?? At this stage, it seems, no Nicene bishop was regarded as a particu- 
lar threat. The Nicene party probably seemed too small and fragmented to 
bother the emperor in a period when the Homoiousians had been brought 
to heel and concord had once again become the watchword. 

In Constantinople, the situation was a bit more complicated. After Valens 
set off from there for the eastern frontier in the late spring of 370, his trusted 
bishop Eudoxius expired, and the Homoians of Constantinople moved 
quickly to replace him with Demophilus, long the bishop of Beroea in 
Thrace.?? At the same time, however, the Nicene party in Constantinople — 
which must have been tiny at the time —appointed a bishop of its own named 
Evagrius, otherwise unknown in our sources.??! Scuffles broke out, and when 
news of them reached Valens, who had already arrived at Nicomedia (Izmit) 
with his army, he sent troops back to Constantinople to restore the peace. 
Meanwhile, a delegation of Homoousian priests had come to Nicomedia to 
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analysis, see Martin 1996, 597-604, 626-35. 
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220. Soc. 4.14.1-15.5, who dates the incident for us at 4.14.2; Soz. 6.13.1—4; Theoph. a.m. 
5861; Zon. 13.15; Chronicon ad annum 846 p. 201; Jacob of Edessa Chron., p. 297; cf. Philostorg. 
9.8, 10. 

221. Soc. 4.14.3, 15.3, and Soz. 6.13.2-4 report that Evagrius was consecrated by Eustathius 
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Nicene party in Constantinople prior to 381, see Greg. Naz. De vit. sua ll. 652-62; Soc. 4.1.16; 
Soz. 6.9.1, 7.5.1. 
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plead their cause before Valens and had been angrily dismissed and ordered 
into exile.?? The group, which may have numbered as many as eighty,??? was 
put onto a ship that headed out onto the gulf of Astacus, but it caught fire 
and was gutted before it touched ground. Later rumor had it that Valens had 
actually ordered the execution of these confessors and that the praetorian 
prefect Modestus had secretly arranged with the ship's crew to start the blaze. 
Although we shall never know whether there really was such a plot, we have 
good reason to doubt it. No matter how fierce his temper, Valens would have 
known that it would do him no good to immolate a bunch of low-level ec- 
clesiastics. The incident was certainly a tragedy, and one that haunts Valens's 
reputation, but it is unlikely that it was his fault. He had simply been trying 
to eliminate discord, and although he had succeeded in Constantinople, he 
was plagued by bad fortune in the case of the ill-fated priests.??* 

More complicated still was the situation in Antioch. Long wracked by 
schism, this city could claim no fewer than three bishops in late 370 when 
Valens arrived there for his first visit as emperor:??* Paulinus, a Homoousian 
consecrated by western Nicenes in 362; Meletius, who had replaced the Ho- 
moian Eudoxius on the latter's transfer to Constantinople in 360, but had 
quickly shifted toward the Homoousion; and Euzoius, a Homoian and 
friend of Eudoxius, who had been substituted for Meletius in 361 after the 
latter changed his doctrinal stance.??? The creation of rival Homoian and 
Homoousian bishops in a single city was common across the east, but the 
presence of two Nicenes in the same city created an embarrassment and a 
potential danger. The followers of both Meletius and Paulinus were intran- 
sigent in their claims to exclusive legitimacy, and they are known to have later 
clashed openly in the streets.??? It was thus unsurprising that Valens chose 


222. Soc. 4.16.1-6; Soz. 6.14.1—4; Theod. HE 4.24.1; Suid. 2 764; Theoph. a.m. 5862; Zon. 
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(Greg. Naz. Or. 25.10, 33.4, 42-23, 43.46; Greg. Nys. Eun. 1.131). 
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his remaining allusions to the incident mention “priests” (mpeoßvrepo:) should probably be taken 
to mean that even he knew many were killed. For the opposite view, see Gwatkin 1900, 276—77; 
cf. Barnes 1993, 291 n. 60. 

224. The peace achieved in Constantinople is reflected in Basil Ep. 48 (a. 371). For later 
religious violence in Constantinople, see Greg. Naz. Ep. 77-78. Valens also expelled Novatians 
from Constantinople but later recalled them (Soc. 4.9.1—7; Soz. 6.9.1-3). 

225. Soc. 4.2.4—which wrongly posits a visit by Valens to Antioch in 365—is a doublet for 
4.17.1-3; cf. Soz. 6.7.10 and 6.18.1. 

226. On the schism of Antioch, see Devreesse 1945, 14—38; Barnes 1993, 156-58; Spoerl 
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adding a fourth bishop toward the end of Valens's reign. 

227. For the discord over the Antiochene schism, see Basil Ep. 48, 66; Epiph. Adv. haeres. 
77.20.3-7; Ruf. HE 10.28; Soz. 7.3.1-5; Theod. HE 5.3.1-16. 
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to expel Meletius shortly after his arrival at Antioch in late 370.7??? Like 
Athanasius, Meletius was charismatic and therefore dangerous;?? he was also, 
in the eyes of Homoians and many Nicenes alike, an interloper and schis- 
matic.” Valens did not exile Meletius, however, but allowed him to return 
to his home of Getasa in Armenia Minor.**! He also allowed Paulinus and 
his followers to remain in Antioch, a sign that his concern was more with 
eliminating the discord of schism than eliminating Nicenes.?? Indeed, al- 
though Valens forbade Homoousians to meet in the city, they continued to 
congregate on its outskirts. Half-hearted efforts to scatter them with troops 
eventually led the group to hold services near Valens's military training 
ground, a point of contact that, as we will see, proved useful in winning sup- 
port from Valens's generals.?? Here again, we see Valens treating Nicenes 
with relative moderation, and even a certain nonchalance, in the middle years 
of his reign.?** 

Indeed, at this stage, the Homoousian church in the east hardly presented 
a consolidated front. The eastern Nicenes were not united in their battle 
against "Arianism," and neither could they expect support either from their 
western counterparts or the western emperor.?? Basil of Caesarea, for ex- 
ample, struggled mightily to win broader Nicene support for Meletius, his 
favorite in Antioch, yet never even managed to gain the endorsement of 
Athanasius,?°® let alone of the pope of Rome, Damasus, both of whom fa- 
vored Paulinus.?” In light of this infighting and seeming impotence among 
the Nicenes, it is little wonder that Valens paid little attention to this group 
at the time. 

Basil's “struggles” for Nicene orthodoxy provide the last and perhaps the 


228. Basil Ep. 40, 48, 99; Epiph. Adv. haeres. 73.28.2, 34.2; Joh. Chrys. In Mel. (PG 50.517); 
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Brennecke 1988, 233 n. 64; contrast Martin 1996, 595-96. 

229. Joh. Chrys. In Mel. (PG 50.515-16); Greg. Nys. In Mel. (GNO 9.444 = PG 46.853). 

230. See, e.g., Ruf. HE 10.25; Athanasius Tom. ad Ant. (PG 26.796-809), esp. at 3 (PG 
26.797-800). 

231. Where Basil met him in 372 (Ep. 99). 
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604-19; cf. Richard 1949. Rome quickly changed its stance on Meletius after Adrianople: it be- 
gan to support Meletius following his 379 synod in Antioch. 
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best example of Valens’s impartiality in the middle years of his reign.?? We 
have already seen that Valens avoided persecuting the Caesarean bishop Eu- 
sebius in 365 when he came to Cappadocia for the first time. Again in 370, 
shortly after defeating the Goths, the emperor passed through Cappadocia 
with his army on his way to the eastern frontier.?? As was normal for such 
marches, the praetorian prefect Modestus preceded Valens's soldiers in or- 
der to arrange provisions and quartering in advance of their arrival. Among 
Modestus's charges was to pressure the new Nicene bishop Basil to come over 
to the Homoian state church. Threats were issued and promises made, but 
Basil is said to have shrugged these off with otherworldly indifference. Al- 
though Modestus grew outraged at Basil's obstinacy, in the end he left the 
bishop alone and, once Valens had arrived, persuaded the emperor to do the 
same.?* [t seems odd that Basil could have enjoyed such power so early in his 
episcopate, for he had been consecrated only late that summer, after a heav- 
ily disputed election.?*! His local support was, however, quite secure: the dry 
winter and spring of 369/70 left Cappadocia with no harvest, and Basil had 
organized food relief to alleviate the ensuing famine.?? This well-timed act 
of charity no doubt won him the support ofthe masses, securing him the epis- 
copal throne and a certain degree of immunity to imperial attack. 

After this initial encounter, Valens and his advisors seem to have dropped 
the subject of Basil's doctrine until the winter of 371/72, when Valens again 
visited Caesarea. On the festival of Epiphany ( January 6, 372), Valens en- 
tered Basil's church in an incident that has been glorified in the annals of 
church politics as an example of pious ecclesiastical courage in the face of 
raw state power. This is largely thanks to Gregory of Nazianzus, who has sacral- 
ized Basil's scrappiness during the standoff in his “Encomium of Basil. "?*? 
Nevertheless, reading between the lines of his account, we quickly see that, 
once it is deflated of hot air, little courageous defiance remains on show. Va- 
lens apparently entered Basil's church after the start of the Epiphany ser- 
vice and was surprised when Basil refused to stop the proceedings to ac- 
knowledge his entry, hardly a grievous affront. During the offertory, Valens 
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himself brought the gifts to the altar but was supposedly so overcome with 
anxiety that he nearly tripped and fell, again no surprise for a bandy-legged 
emperor. Gregory then declines to say whether Basil received the gifts from 
the Arian emperor, probably implying that he did.?** For Gregory goes on 
to admit that Basil even received Valens in his sanctuary and conversed with 
him. Indeed, Gregory also confesses that the Epiphany encounter turned 
out to be *the beginning and first establishment of the emperor's kindly feel- 
ing towards us." Ultimately, then, the incident seems less like a bold defense 
of the faith than a courtship dance. 

Finally, in one more brief interlude, Valens came even closer to attacking 
the bishop but again stopped short. Apparently, during the same winter of 
early 372, Valens's ministers—and particularly his castrensis, Demosthenes, 
whom Basil had insulted— convinced him that he had succumbed to Basil too 
easily and that he should indeed banish the haughty bishop.?? Valens issued 
an order of exile but revoked it when his son fell deathly ill, perhaps, thought 
Valens, because of God's wrath. Basil was brought to the bedside of Galates 
and prayed for him earnestly, but unfortunately in vain.?*° 

The virulence of Valens's persecution of Basil thus fades considerably on 
closer inspection. Indeed, as Gregory himself admits, Valens actually lavished 
considerable benefits and responsibilities on Basil. He granted the bishop tax 
exemptions and perhaps even some imperial lands for his popular new Basi- 
leias, a combination hospital and hotel for the downtrodden and road-weary.?*7 
He entrusted Basil with the appointment of a new bishop for the cities of 
Armenia Minor and even the kingdom of Armenia.?*? And Basil himself main- 
tained a friendly and beneficial correspondence with Valens's ministers, in- 
cluding some of those accused of attacking the bishop, like Modestus and 
Demosthenes.?? Perhaps his greatest coup on this score was to win over the 
support of Valens's generals. Basil was in regular contact with Saturninus, Ter- 
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entius, Traianus, and Victor, all of whom were committed Nicenes.?9? After 
Valens's persecution of Nicenes began heating up in the latter years of his 
reign, these generals came to form something of a wall of opposition to their 
emperor's religious policies.?5! In Caesarea, then, as in Alexandria, Constan- 
tinople, and even Antioch, Valens was more interested in maintaining con- 
cord than in promoting his favored Homoian church.” For his part, Basil— 
who was genuinely concerned to promote the Nicene cause—seems to have 
been wise enough to avoid provoking the emperor and even to garner imperial 
support while working to undermine the Homoians from behind the scenes. 

Unfortunately for all involved, Valens's détente did not last until the end 
of his reign. Serious troubles began with the death of Athanasius on May 3, 
379.7? The wizened bishop had, of course, been clever enough to groom and 
duly promote a successor a few days before his death, the Alexandrian priest 
Peter. Waiüng in the wings, though, was the Homoian candidate Lucius, al- 
ready consecrated bishop of Alexandria in early 362 by the Homoians, who 
had promoted his cause with Jovian at Antioch in October 363.?5* Even after 
Athanasius secured the see from Jovian, Lucius continued to harbor designs 
on it, and he actually entered Alexandria in September 367, perhaps in hopes 
of regaining control.” Six years later, in 373, reports of Athanasius's decease 
were quickly conveyed to Antioch, and once again the Homoians there set 
the wheels in motion to maneuver Lucius onto the episcopal throne. 

We learn of what followed from a remarkably detailed letter written by 
Peter of Alexandria himself and preserved in Theodoret.? The prefect of 
Egypt, Aelius Palladius, came to the episcopal palace and arrested Peter, but 
the Nicene bishop was able to escape, sneak out ofthe city, and head for Rome. 
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In the mayhem that followed, the crowds desecrated the Arian church of 
Theonas and publicly attacked Christian virgins.??? Meanwhile, to restore or- 
der and impose his chosen successor in Egypt, Valens assembled a military 
force under the comes sacrarum largitionum Vindaonius Magnus, a committed 
pagan and former supporter of Julian. Magnus marched into Egypt with Eu- 
zoius of Antioch in train, occupied Alexandria, and imposed Lucius. Nine- 
teen priests and deacons were rounded up and put on trial. After tortures 
and imprisonment, these confessors were sent into exile to the pagan city of 
Heliopolis (Baalbek). Supporters who protested were also arrested and sent 
to the mines, including a group of twenty-three monks.?9? Whether Valens in- 
tended this police action to get quite so messy is doubtful. He probably hoped 
only to use troops to keep the peace while he seized the opportunity afforded 
by Athanasius's death to change the color of Christianity in Alexandria. 
Some time after Euzoius left Alexandria, Lucius was given an order al- 
lowing him to range widely in Egypt rounding up Nicene supporters. Ac- 
cording to Peter's letter, this raid netted at least eleven bishops, and Rufinus 
claims a total of 3,000 clerics and monks were arrested.” The carnage and 
suffering were thus great, so great that some have downplayed them as rhe- 
torical exaggeration. Peter's use of a specific number—and a believable 
number—seems, however, to indicate otherwise, and contemporary sources 
confirm the scale of the violence.?° We also have a number of sources that 
claim more specifically that Valens persecuted monks in Egypt and through- 
out the empire more broadly. Jerome dates these attacks to 375, when, he 
claims, Valens issued a law ordering all ascetics into imperial service on pain 
of death.?°! Here again contemporary sources confirm the story.?? Valens 
had been an opponent of ascetics since 365, when his general Lupicinus beat 
several Messalian extremists to death, probably while trying to draft them 
into service against the usurper Procopius.?9 In 373, as his persecutions be- 
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gan to heat up, Valens ordered all curials who had turned to monasticism— 
he called them *seekers ofidleness”—to be rounded up and forced back into 
service.?** When a military recruitment crisis hit in 375, Valens turned to 
the same tactics and ordered the enlistment of these same "idle" monks to 
fill his rolls.” A number of sources confirm that monks were pressed into 
hard labor in the mines, and several others say that ascetics were forced into 
hiding.?99 Valens was thus quite willing to attack ascetics and above all to put 
them to work in the mines and the military.?97 

The violence Valens wreaked in Egypt constituted something of a turn- 
ing point in his relationship with the church. A bridge had been crossed into 
the realm of open force, which offered a convenient if not entirely effective 
means to ensure "consensus." Thus, in September of this same year, 373, 
Valens exiled Barses, the Nicene bishop of Edessa, and expelled his follow- 
ers from the churches of that city.*° Edessa had long suffered internecine 
strife between its doctrinal communities, and with this move, Valens seems 
to have hoped to alleviate the problem by ridding the city of its Homoou- 
sians.?9? His efforts were far from successful. In a visit to the city, which may 
date to 375, the emperor was apparently outraged to see the continued pres- 
ence of Nicenes meeting outside the walls at the Martyrion of St. Thomas; 
he is even reported to have angrily struck his prefect Modestus for failing 
to clear the area of religious dissenters. Modestus returned the next day to 
carry out his orders but was met by an intransigent throng of Homoousians, 
including a woman who openly confessed her eagerness to undergo mar- 
tyrdom at the hands of Valens.??" Theodoret, whose sources for the con- 
frontation are good, reports that a group of priests and deacons led by Eu- 
logius and Protogenes also confessed before Modestus and found themselves 
exiled to various locations in Thrace, Arabia, and the Thebaid.?”! Fortunately, 
we have other indications to confirm this report. In 383, the pilgrim Egeria 
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wrote that she met two clerics—who must be Eulogius and Protogenes—at 
Edessa and Carrhae (Harran), where they were now bishops after their re- 
turn from exile as proud confessors.?” Egeria also claims that the bishop of 
neighboring Batnae was a confessor as well, probably Abramius, to whom 
Basil wrote in 373.7? The Syrian persecution was thus not limited to Edessa. 
Indeed, Theodoret says that Pelagius the Meletian bishop of Syrian Lao- 
dicea (Latakia) was exiled to Arabia, probably in the same wave of expul- 
sions.?"* And in 375, Basil wrote to the citizens of Beroea (Aleppo) and Chal- 
cis (Quinnesrin)—also in the region—about their recent confession in the 
face of persecutions.?” These letters provide the date for what must have 
been a massive wave of expulsions all along the Syrian frontier. Little won- 
der, then, that in 377 Epiphanius could lament generically “the wrongs that 
have been done in Mesopotamia" under the patronage of Valens.?”° 

Valens also expelled other Nicenes in the period after 373 with somewhat 
less violent force. In 374, he sent an order to Samosata (Samsat) command- 
ing Eusebius, the bishop there, to surrender himself immediately for exile to 
Thrace. Eusebius left at night so that the urban mob would not slay the im- 
perial officer charged with the order, a good indication that troops were not 
present.?”” Subsequently, when a Homoian named Lucius was assigned to the 
see of Samosata, he saw to the exile of several other supporters of Eusebius, 
including Euolcius and Eusebius's nephew Antiochus, again at the hands of 
imperial officers but not large armed retinues.?”® In the winter of 375/76, 
the vicar of Pontica, Demosthenes—probably the same Demosthenes whom 
Basil had insulted in 372—also undertook to depose and exile Nicenes at a 
synod he organized at Ancyra. Hypsinus of Parnassus was banished,?” and 
Basil's brother Gregory of Nyssa was charged with financial chicanery and de- 
posed.?9? After consulting at the imperial court, the vicar then returned to 
Caesarea and Armenian Sebaste in 376 and ordered Nicene priests of curial 
descent to be defrocked and returned to their curiae.?®! At the same time, he 
seems to have made an attack on the disputed churches of Doara and espe- 
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cially Nicopolis (Susheri), where he beat and expelled some priests.”®? Per- 
haps it was also at this time that the bishop of Amaseia (Amasya) —also in the 
diocese of Pontica—was exiled and replaced with an “Arian.”?°° 

In these instances, Demosthenes—and by implication Valens—always used 
civil laws for religious purposes. Above all, he selectively enforced laws or- 
dering clerics of curial descent to be defrocked and forbidding clerics from 
holding taxable property to thin the ranks of the Nicenes in the cities of his 
diocese.?®* A similar instance arose in spring 376, when Basil found himself 
attacked on state charges, no doubt in part because of his opposition to the 
emperor's theology: he had been arrested by the vicar of Pontica—by now 
a relative of Valens's named Eusebius—for offering asylum to a woman who 
had been pressured to marry by the governor and his assessor.?? Unfortu- 
nately for Basil, the vicar seems to have found incriminating evidence in 
Basil's bedchamber, provoking him to strip the bishop in preparation for a 
whipping, for here again Valentinianic laws allowed torture of senatorials 
like Basil in cases of adultery. In the event, the angry crowds of Caesareans— 
incited by local imperial factory workers—prepared to take justice into their 
own hands. The vicar backed down, and Basil narrowly escaped a beating 
and perhaps exile. Valens was thus pressuring, needling, and muscling 
Nicenes into either abandoning their views or abandoning their churches. 
To accomplish his ends, he called the law into service as a way to trip up bish- 
ops whose credal stances he could not abide. 

What Valens failed to understand was that ecclesiastical loyalties were a 
local matter and could not be controlled from on high. Local patronage net- 
works were rooted far too deeply to be eradicated by the imperial *arm of 
flesh” that Epiphanius claims the Arians applied.?9? This fact is only too ob- 
vious in the stories of rabid partisanship characterizing some of the popu- 
lar reactions to Valens's tactics. We have already seen the ground swell of ri- 
ots in Alexandria when Valens attempted to expel Athanasius in 365. So, too, 
the threat of local riots prevented the vicar of Pontica from beating Basil in 
376. And even in instances where Valens successfully expelled Homoiousian 
or Nicene bishops, he could not compel local citizens to welcome the out- 
siders he imposed in their stead. In Samosata, Valens had appointed a Ho- 
moian named Eunomius to replace the popular local bishop Eusebius, whom 
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he exiled to Thrace. When Eunomius visited the city baths, none of the 
Samosatans would enter the complex, and they later emptied all its water, 
which they regarded as defiled.**” Feelings were thus so visceral that an em- 
peror had little hope of changing them even with the application of armed 
force.?88 

Initially, Valens seems to have understood this, particularly in the period 
when his brother was still alive. We have seen that, until 373, Valens used lit- 
tle force and this only to maintain the peace as he upheld the decrees of the 
council of Constantinople. Basil himself understood Valens’s hesitation at 
this stage and even took advantage of it. In a letter of 371 encouraging 
Athanasius to stir up Nicene support in the west he argued that “our rulers 
[ot Kpdrouvres ] are timid about the fidelity of the masses, and the peoples 
everywhere follow their bishops unquestionably.”?®° It was probably this con- 
viction that spurred Basil to face down Modestus and Valens in 370 and 
371/72. The fact that he suffered no consequences proves that his as- 
sumptions were correct. Thus, before 373, Valens seems to have been op- 
erating with the primary intention of maintaining the peace by leaving lo- 
cal bishops alone. Beginning in 373 that picture changed. Valens became 
increasingly belligerent toward non-Homoians, with his violent treatment of 
them peaking in 375 and 376. It should not be forgotten that in precisely 
this period, Themistius is reported to have delivered the speech to Valens 
mentioned at the beginning of this chapter wherein he begged the emperor 
to relax his wrath against dissenting Christians.?? Thus even pagans recog- 
nized and regretted the policy shift at this time. It must also be noted that 
in November of 375, Valentinian died, leaving Valens free of the restraint 
he had felt from his older brother. Orosius actually saw a connection between 
the increase in Valens’s persecutions and the end of Valentinian’s life, but 
Valens’s serious attacks began two years earlier and must therefore have been 
motivated at least initially by some other factor.??! Athanasius’s death cer- 
tainly set the ball in motion, and the military crisis that arose in 375 pro- 
vided the impetus for Valens's prosecution of monks. Above all, though, one 
suspects that Valens had simply reached the end of his rope. He could no 
longer see any way to guarantee unity under a Homoian church than by force. 
After his efforts to impose a bishop on Alexandria dissolved into mayhem, 
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he lost his compunction about the use of violence and began openly en- 
forcing his religious program. 

Only the crises that plagued the last years of his reign prevented Valens 
from carrying his attacks further. These same crises eventually put a stop to 
the persecutions and, more important, guaranteed that the Nicenes would 
win the war for orthodoxy. As we have seen in chapter 4,in 375, Valens faced 
simultaneous military threats from the Persians and the Isaurians. When in 
turn he learned that his forces in Thrace had been defeated by the Goths at 
the battle of Ad Salices in the summer of 377, Valens seems to have issued 
a law allowing the return of the ecclesiastics he had exiled. This we know 
from Jerome and Rufinus, both of whom were in the east at the time and 
both of whom indicate that Valens recalled the Nicene exiles before departing 
to fight against the Goths.?” Their assertion is confirmed by a precise no- 
tice in the Syriac Chronicon Edessenum, which records that the Nicenes ex- 
pelled from Edessa returned by December 27, 377.2??? We know for certain 
that Peter returned to Alexandria and expelled Lucius before Valens left An- 
tioch for Thrace in the spring of 378,?9* and we also hear of the rapid re- 
turn of Meletius to Antioch, Eusebius to Samosata, and Eulogius to Edessa.?9 
In light of this policy reversal, we can see that Valens himself understood the 
deleterious effects of his attacks. The fact that he felt compelled to recall his 
victims in the face of military crisis meant he believed that a continuation 
of his intransigence would have been destabilizing to his own empire. 

Unfortunately for Valens's reputation, though, his brutal attacks on cler- 
gymen were followed quickly by his own death at the battle of Adrianople. 
His vicious persecution of them had already created a major stir during his 
lifetime. Once it appeared that God had claimed him in a shameful death 
without a burial, there was no hope he could escape his reputation as a per- 
secutor of Christians.” Already in the first days after his death, the Nicene 
monk Isaac, whom Valens had persecuted, started claiming prophetic fore- 
knowledge of the emperor's fate and its roots in Valens's heresy and perse- 
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cutions.?? This is our first evidence for what became the universally accepted 
explanation of Valens's death: he had brought disaster on himself through 
his attacks on the religious.?9? In fact, however, the reputation of being a per- 
secutor already haunted Valens during his own lifetime. In the early 370s, 
both Basil and Ephrem Syrus began dating the *war of heresy" from the first 
year of Valens's reign.?9? And by 376, Valens's name became synonymous with 
heresy and religious violence when John Chrysostom alluded to him while 
describing attacks by “some wicked demon, like some rustic tyrant who has 
seized the entire world.”?° Nowhere is the pervasiveness of this reputation 
better revealed than in a graffito in fractured Greek inscribed in a south Ana- 
tolian church shortly after the emperor's death: "Emperor Valens you did 
wrong, for you surrendered the church to the heretical Arians.”°°! 

Valens’s disaster also guaranteed the victory of the Homoousian party in 
the long-standing battle over the person of Christ. Very soon after Valens’s 
death, Gratian issued an edict reiterating the recall of those exiled under 
his uncle.°” After returning to their native sees, these naturally vaulted to 
prominence as the victims of one so obviously hated by God. At precisely the 
same time, Gratian’s own religious views crystallized in favor of the Ho- 
moousians and led him to take more positive steps to enforce the victory of 
that sect. This was in part due to the encouragements of Ambrose of Milan, 
who in his De Fide—written for Gratian—directly linked the disaster of Adri- 
anople and the consequent devastation of the central empire to Arianism 
and Valens's support for it.°°° It is thus little surprise that Gratian soon ap- 
pointed the Nicene general Theodosius to take control of the eastern em- 
pire in early 379.°°* That same year, a synod was called in Antioch at which 
Meletius was able to take control of that see and steer it toward the Ho- 
moousion.? Meletius also supported Gregory of Nazianzus, who had set 
himself up as the Nicene bishop at Constantinople. And he eventually suc- 
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ceeded in leading the second “ecumenical” council at Constantinople in 
381.99 There, one hundred and fifty bishops came down decisively in favor 
of Nicaea and ordered the expulsion of any Homoian bishops who refused 
to subscribe. To back up the order, Theodosius issued a law establishing the 
faith of Nicaea as normative and dictating the names of Nicene bishops— 
many of them Valens's victims—who were to control the major sees of the 
east.?" Thus, just three years after Valens’s death, the Homoian state church 
came crashing down and Nicenes clambered onto its ruins to claim the high 
ground. 

This sudden victory of Homoousianism is unlikely to have occurred had 
Valens not undertaken his persecutions and above all had he not been dis- 
honored in the manner of his death. The combination of the two resulted 
in the solidification ofa formerly divided church around the creed of Nicaea. 
Even so, it is difficult to blame Valens entirely for losing control of an im- 
possible situation. Itis unlikely that any solution to the heresies and schisms 
plaguing the eastern church could have been devised before God showed 
his will—in contemporary eyes at least—with Valens's death. Only his in- 
glorious end and the political and military chaos that it provoked guaran- 
teed that support would coalesce around the party of the Nicenes. In some 
perverse way, then, Valens helped the church become what it is. 
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Administration and Finance 
under Valentinian and Valens 


THE INTERRELATION OF VALENTINIAN'S AND VALENS'S LEGISLATION 


Administering the empire was a thankless job.! Few emperors became fa- 
mous as great administrators whether among contemporaries or moderns. 
Yet much of their time, probably most of it, was spent on just this.? Wars were 
an occasional high point, but an emperor's subjects were always present to 
nag with their concerns and rankle with their infractions. Thus, while an 
emperor could not win a reputation without winning wars, he could not 
help but lose his reputation if he ignored administration. This reality is 
reflected in the four cardinal virtues praised in an emperor by panegyrists 
and historians—temperance, wisdom, justice, and courage —the first three 
pertained to administration and only last to glory.? This was something of 
a problem for Valens, for if there was any area in which he shone, it was ad- 
ministration. Ammianus tells us that “under no other emperor does the Ori- 
ent recall meeting a better treatment in matters of this kind."* In his first 
speech to the Senate of Constantinople, Valens argued that he was excep- 
tionally well qualified to oversee an empire because of his previous career 
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managing an estate.’ Based on his agricultural background, he could claim 
both common experience with and sympathy for the majority of his sub- 
jects (although he had probably never toiled in the fields as a laborer). 

Valentinian was also regarded as a wise and careful administrator. Nor 
were his life experiences useless in this regard, for his early upbringing in 
Pannonia and his time as a soldier also gave him a sense of the needs of the 
common man. Contemporaries were well aware that the two emperors mir- 
rored each other in their emphasis on efficient management." Indeed, Valen- 
tinian's and Valens's administrative outlooks were so closely intertwined that 
it is impossible to discuss them separately. We saw in chapter 1 that they op- 
erated in unison or, more precisely, that Valentinian essentially set the tone 
for his brother's activities.® In early 365, in his sixth oration , for example, 
Themistius described Valens as a sort of doppelgänger created by his brother 
to facilitate worldwide rule: “The soldiers made him [Valentinian] emperor, 
but you [Valens] made him a great emperor. By taking the purple, you have 
given him in return another soul, you have given him another body and the 
ability to see and hear more, and to speak publicly to those living far apart 
at one and the same time and to offer justice in the same instant for Syrians 
and Britons.” This parallelism between the administrations of Valens and 
Valentinian has certainly been recognized in previous scholarship but it has 
yet to be fully explored.!? In what follows, I shall examine this problem as it 
applies to four general areas of legislative concern: combating official cor- 
ruption; streamlining civic administration; protecting the welfare of the 
masses; and improving the efficiency of agriculture. 

Most of what we know about imperial administration in the fourth cen- 
tury comes from the Theodosian Code, promulgated in 438, which assem- 
bles excerpts and fragments from copies of imperial laws gathered from all 
across the late Roman empire.!! This is not, however, a comprehensive col- 
lection of all the laws issued during the period it covers (306—438), in part 
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because it never managed to assemble all these laws, but also because many 
of the laws it originally contained have been lost in the transmission of the 
text.!? Thus, we learn from various sources of many important laws of Valens 
and Valentinian that do not survive in the Theodosian Code.!? There must 
have been many others, omitted by its compilers or lost in transmission, which 
will never be recovered. Moreover, because of the way the laws were origi- 
nally assembled by the editors of the Theodosian Code, we have many more 
laws for Valentinian than for Valens.!* Although we might be tempted to as- 
sume that this means that Valentinian issued more laws, that assumption 
would be incorrect. The fact is that, at least for the period down to 379, most 
of the laws from the Theodosian Code survive from the west, and most of 
these are from Italy and Africa. In as far as this is true, the relative numbers 
of laws for the two halves of the empire tell us much more about the pro- 
duction of the Theodosian Code than they do about the legislative activities 
of the eastern and western courts.!° Finally, problems arise because any one 
entry in the Theodosian Code may represent only a piece of a law or only 
one of several variants of that law that were originally distributed. Modern 
interpreters of late Roman laws have too quickly assumed that the authority 
of a law was limited to the sphere of control exercised by the official to whom 
it was addressed: a law to the praetorian prefect of Gaul is thus regarded 
as valid only for Gaul. John Matthews has recently emphasized, however, 
that this assumption is often flawed. The same law may have been issued to 
many other officials—both eastern and western—in many different versions— 
tailored to specific addressees—but only survive in the copy to the prefect 
of Gaul.!° Below we shall see that many laws attested in the Theodosian Code 
for Valentinian only are attested in other sources for Valens as well. We shall 
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also see that many more laws in the Theodosian Code that appear to have 
been addressed to a fairly circumscribed audience were, in fact, intended to 
be valid for a much broader cross-section of the populace.!” As a source, then, 
the Theodosian Code is bountiful but deceptive, because of the illusion of 
comprehensiveness it projects. We must lean on this weighty tome heavily, 
as our best source, but also cautiously. 

In light of these caveats, before we turn to our four main areas of focus, 
itis worthwhile to lay the ground for the single biggest proposition advanced 
here by examining several instances of laws attested for both Valentinian's 
and Valens's spheres of power. I shall concentrate on four smaller subjects 
for which the evidence is good: family law, weights and measures, education, 
and entertainments. In all instances, we shall see that Valentinian's and 
Valens's laws mirror each other remarkably closely. 

In the area of family law, every fourth-century emperor regarded the pro- 
tection of chastity and virtue as essential to both Christian and Roman 
ideals.!? Unfortunately, however, traditional Roman and Christian conceptions 
of marital virtue did not necessarily coincide, particularly on the question 
of divorce. Although the Romans had always frowned on divorce as a social 
phenomenon, they had made legal provision for it throughout their history. 
Constantine put a stop to this in order to uphold the higher standards of 
the church.!? Julian, however, had removed Constantine's prohibition on 
unilateral divorce,?? and Valentinian either upheld or reenacted his law. This 
relaxation of the Christian standard is apparently at the root of a story prof- 
fered by our Christian sources that Valentinian, when he chose to divorce 
his first wife, Severa, and marry a second, Justina, actually passed a law allow- 
ing bigamy: divorce being strictly forbidden, in the eyes of the church, he had 
indeed taken a second wife.?! Antti Arjava has collected a number of pas- 
sages from patristic sources indicating that a law allowing unilateral divorce 
remained in place for about sixty years after Valentinian's death.?? He has, 
however, missed two passages that prove that Valens, like his brother, also up- 
held the legalization of divorce: Epiphanius, who wrote under Valens, took 
a remarkably lax stance on the question in a passage that seems to indicate 
that he was defending the law of the state; and John Chrysostom, in a tirade 


17. See, e.g. CTh 7.4.10 (a. 364), which seems to apply only to protectores. If, however, we 
look at CTh 7.4.22 (a. 396), which mentions the original law from which 7.4.10 was extracted, 
we see that it actually applied to all members of the army. 

18. See, e.g., AM 21.16.6; Lib. Or. 59.158; cf. Men. Rhet. 2.376. 

19. CTh 3.16.1. See Arjava 1988; 1996, 177-89; Grubbs 1995, 203-60. 

20. Ambrosiaster Quaest de utr. test. 115.12 (CSEL 50.322); cf. Greg. Naz. Or. 4.75: kai oviv- 
yiaı oxilopevau. 

21. Soc. 4.31.10-18; Joh. Ant. fr. 187; Jord. Rom. 310; Theoph. a.m. 5860; Zon. 13.15. See 
Barnes 1998, 123-26. 

22. Arjava 1988; cf. id. 1996, 179-80, and Nathan 2000, 109-16. 
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clearly alluding to Valens, directly scorns the eastern emperor’s approval of 
divorce.? Thus both emperors followed one another in permitting divorce. 

Both also altered Constantine’s laws forbidding the transfer of property 
to illegitimate children and concubines in a will. A law of Valentinian’s from 
371 survives to confirm that he allowed concubines and illegitimi to receive 
up to one-twelfth of a man’s estate if he had legitimate children, and one- 
quarter if he did not.?* Libanius, who was forever preoccupied with the main- 
tenance of his own illegitimate son Cimon, confirms that Valens enacted, or 
rather was forced to enact the same law: 


Fate also helped to enact a law in favor of illegitimate offspring. Granted that 
it may be attributed to the fortune shared by all who stood in need of the law 
that the senior emperor devised it and made it valid by his decree, but that his 
junior colleague, who thoroughly disapproved of it, should yet be seen to ap- 
prove it and ratify it, this must rightly be judged as proper to my own Fortune.” 


Nothing could make it more clear that Valentinian was calling the shots. For 
all that Valens disagreed with his brother’s law allowing bastards and mis- 
tresses to inherit, he was made to approve it so as to guarantee legislative 
harmony between west and east.?® 

Yet another instance of overlap between west and east stands out precisely 
because it might otherwise seem a matter of only local concern. Ammianus 
informs us that Praetextatus standardized weights and measures in the var- 
ious districts of Rome during his urban prefecture in 367-68.?7 A law of Valen- 
tinian to Praetextatus from October of 367 seems to be related: it insists that 
hogs brought to Rome for the food doles be weighed in scales rather than 
assigned an estimated weight.?? If we are right to connect this law to a broader 
interest in the strict regulation of weights and measures, it indicates that this 
issue was of concern not just to the urban prefect but to the emperor him- 
self. We shall not, then, be surprised to learn that Valens was doing much 
the same in the east, where his urban prefect of Constantinople, Domitius 


29. Epiph. Adu. haeres. 59.4.8—10; Joh. Chrys. Adv. opp. vit. monas. 1.7 (PG47.328-9): yauovs 
Oo rv. 

24. CTh 4.6.4 (a. 371); cf. the related law of Valens on the inheritance rights of adopted 
children, CTh 5.1.2 (a. 369). See also Grubbs 1995, 300-21; Arjava 1996, 210-17. 

25. Lib. Or. 1.145; cf. Norman 1965, 191. 

26. CTh 4.12.6 (Apr. 4, 366) on the enforcement of the SC Claudianum (enslaving women 
who maintain relationships with slaves) also indicates western influence. If the subscription is 
correct, it represents a law issued by Valentinian at Trier but directed to Valens's praetorian 
prefect Sallustius Secundus (Pergami 1993, xlii, 321). Even if not, as asserted by Seeck, Regesten, 
109, it still represents the eastern enactment of a series of western laws issued in 365, e.g., CTh 
10.20.93 = CJ 11.8.3; Consult. 9.7; CJ 10.32.29; cf. CJ 6.4.2 + 9.68.4 (a. 367). 

27. AM 27.9.10. 

28. CTh 14.4.4. On this law, see Barnish 1987; Durliat 1990, 94-99; LoCascio 1999, 174-77. 
See CIL 6.1770, similar measures for sheep a bit earlier. 
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Modestus, also standardized weights and measures. This we know from a pas- 
sage of Heron of Alexandria that describes how Modestus fixed standard 
weights and volumes for wheat and barley across the east.?? The same pas- 
sage indicates that Modestus also set standard weights per cubic foot for 
wine and bacon, apparently a confirmation that Valentinian's law requir- 
ing that hogs be weighed was part of this broader scheme of standardiza- 
tion. Finally, a story first reported in Codinus indicates that “Valentinian” 
first established in Constantinople the bronze Modion—a publicly displayed 
measuring standard—shortly after defeating the Goths. Ifwe can assume con- 
fusion between Valens and his brother here,” this would further confirm 
and help date Valens's enactment of Valentinian's law. Because Codinus in- 
dicates that the emperor himself was in Constantinople to setup the Modion, 
we can assume he is speaking of Valens's stay in the capital in late 369 or 
early 370, shortly after the end of the Gothic war and at the period when 
Modestus was upgrading from the urban to the praetorian prefecture.?! 
Valens thus waited a few years before enacting the laws of Valentinian on 
weights and measures in Constantinople, perhaps because he had been de- 
tained from the eastern capital by his first Gothic war until this time. 
Valentinian and Valens also enacted interrelated laws on education. Al- 
ready at the beginning of their reigns, while they were still traveling together 
in the area of Naissus, they issued a law to Mamertinus, then praetorian pre- 
fect of Italy, Africa, and Illyricum, ordering qualified teachers to establish or 
reestablish schools.?? Praise soon started pouring in from Themistius for 
Valens's creation of schools where they were lacking and for his encourage- 
ment of students and teachers alike.* From 372, we have a law of Valens's 
creating Greek and Latin copyists for the library of Constantinople and grant- 
ing them grain rations; from 373, a law granting various immunities to teach- 
ers and doctors in Rome; and from 374, a law granting similar immunities 
to teachers of painting in North Africa.*4 We have already seen that Valens’s 
was cursed by his lack of education and that Valentinian's own schooling was 


29. Heron Alexandrinus Stereometrica 2.54, with Corcoran 1995. 

30. Much as Theoph. a.m. 6258 mistakenly attributes Valens's aqueduct to Valentinian, and 
Malalas 13.29 (p. 338) attributes Valens's buildings in Antioch to Valentinian. 

31. [Codinus] Patria Constantinopoleos 97; cf. Parastaseis suntomoi chronikai 12; Suid. M 131. 
On the beginning of Modestus's urban and praetorian prefectures, see p. 62, cf. p. 288 n. 153. 
For Valens's presence in Constantinople at this date, see CTh 5.1.2 (Dec. 29, 369). 

32. CTh 13.3.6 (June 11, 364), with the note of Pergami 1993, 5-12, on the date. The law 
was aimed above all at repealing Julian's edict against Christian teachers (Rouge 1987, 289-90). 

33. Them. Or. 9.123b, 11.146b. Themistius seems to have been the impresario of higher 
education in Constantinople; cf. Demegoria Constantii 20d; Greg. Naz. Ep. 38. 

34. CTh 14.9.2 (a. 372), 13.3.10 (a. 373), 13.4.4 (a. 374). Zos. 3.11.3 indicates that Julian 
had just established the collection at the Constantinopolitan library, which explains the need 
for major upgrading still in 372; cf. Janin 1964, 161; Vanderspoel 1995, 99-100. 
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at best moderate. We have also seen that both demonstrated the stock they 
put in education by the teachers they chose for their children and the em- 
phasis they placed on employing technically educated bureaucrats.” Nev- 
ertheless, here, as elsewhere, it was not simply a mutual interest that dictated 
their legal activity with respect to education but a strong nexus of adminis- 
trative overlap. The most complicated education law from Valentinian's realm 
set strict standards regulating the registration, behavior, and length of study 
for students at Rome in 370.9? We have no direct proof that Valens enacted 
a similar law in the east, but another passage from Libanius indicates that 
he probably did. Libanius, discussing a governor of Syria, whom he does not 
name, but whose administration can be dated to about 370, says that he 
charged some students with misbehavior and had them stripped and hoisted 
up for a public flogging as part of a larger effort to crack down on educa- 
tional abuses in Antioch.?" Valentinian's 370 law also allowed the public flog- 
ging of students who were found to be wastrels. The measure would natu- 
rally have been controversial, given that most who had the money to study 
were of a high enough status to be immune from flogging. In the Syrian in- 
cident, an otherwise unknown Olympius convinced the governor of this and 
got the students off, but the characteristic harshness of the governor's ini- 
tial resolve has the distinct imprint of the Pannonian brothers: both seem 
to have been interested in improving education but also in tightening their 
control over it, even to the point of treading on questionable legal ground. 

Finally, both cooperated on the question of public spectacles. Although 
these were a hallmark of ancient culture in the Mediterranean, they were ex- 
tremely expensive and had thus become unwelcome to the wealthier classes, 
who were legally obliged to pay for them. Each region, sometimes each city, 
had its own traditions regulating these displays of "public munificence." It 
was thus impossible to issue a blanket law controlling the performance of pub- 
lic spectacles in all parts of the empire. Even so, Valentinian's and Valens's 
activities in this regard are measurably interrelated. Cooperation is clear al- 
ready in 365, when we have a copy of a law requiring the presence of editores 
at their own games issued by Valentinian from Milan but received and posted 
in Constantinople. The quirky heading of this law seems to indicate that 
Valentinian's law was issued for both halves of the empire and was not even 
vetted before reissue under Valens in the east. More evidence of cooperation 


35. See pp. 64-66 and 95. 

36. CTh 14.9.1 (Mar. 12, 370). 

37. Lib. Or. 1.169—70; cf. PLRE I, “Protasius” 2. 

38. CTh 6.4.18 (June 28, 365), with Pergami 1993, xliii, 234-35; cf. DeDominicis 1954, 
398, on the accuracy and significance of the heading and subscription. CTh 12.1.67 = CJ 10.32.28 
was probably part of this same law. See also CTh 6.4.17 further tightening obligations to give 
munera. 
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on this question comes in April 372, when we have parts of eastern and west- 
ern laws regulating the production of games to be given in the provinces.?? 
The western law, addressed to the praetorian prefect of Italy, Africa, and Il- 
lyricum, was designed to prevent governors from arbitrarily shifting the venue 
for games from the city that had paid for them to a more popular location. 
Exactly the same provision was laid down by Valens in another law—also prob- 
ably from 372—preserved only in an inscription from Ephesus. There the 
emperor orders the four metropoleis of Asia to take turns hosting their provin- 
cial games every fourth year, following “the example of Illyricum and the Ital- 
ian cities," a clear indication that east was again following west. Some of the 
concern with games in 372 must have stemmed from the expensive decen- 
nalian celebrations anticipated for the emperors the following year. Thus in 
May of 372, Valens issued a law requiring all four Constantinopolitan prae- 
tors charged with giving games to live up to their obligations or face fines.*! 
In August of the same year, a long western law shows that Valentinian was also 
insistent that the praetors of Rome not dodge their responsibility.? A law of 
Valentinian from the summer of 373 allowed Roman praetors ten years' no- 
tice to prepare for the expenses of their games and insisted that they be re- 
minded five months before those games in case they wished to protest.*? Al- 
though we have no similar decree from Valens, a law of Arcadius's from 408 
confirms the previous existence of “a law of the divine Valens" requiring ex- 
actly the same five months’ notice in Constantinople. On games, then, as 
on so much else, Valens acted in unison with his brother. 

We have thus seen direct evidence of cooperation between Valentinian 
and Valens in four unrelated areas of administration. Both emperors enacted 
similar laws on divorce and inheritance. Both standardized weights and mea- 
sures at approximately the same time. Both took related measures to benefit 
education but also to tighten their control over it. And both enacted the same 


39. CTh 6.4.19 (Apr. 13, 372) and CTh 15.5.1 (Apr. 25, 372). 
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and hippodromes across the east; see app. D. 

42. CTh 6.4.21. 

43. CTh 6.4.22 + 6.4.23. 
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diture and corruption. CTh 6.4.13 (May 3, 361) already provides for the designation of Con- 
stantinopolitan praetors ten years in advance, but says nothing of the five months’ notice. 


272 ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 


measures about spectacles in the period oftheir decennalia. In most of these 
instances, both timing and the testimony of our sources indicate that Valen- 
tinian was the initiator of each measure. This implies a sophisticated system 
of communication between the two courts and a willingness on the part of 
Valens to bend to his brother's will in order to ensure the smooth running 
of the empire. In the section that follows, we shall see that these principles 
also applied in the four main areas of administration on which the two em- 
perors concentrated. 


PARAMOUNT CONCERNS: CORRUPTION, 

CIVIC ADMINISTRATION, THE MASSES, AND AGRICULTURE 
Valentinian and Valens were adamant about combating corruption, a com- 
mon problem in late antiquity.* The energy and passion they both devoted 
to the issue reflect something of a personal crusade. Much of this concern 
must have stemmed from their background. The diligence and pragmatism 
they had learned as farmers and soldiers mingled with their innate irasci- 
bility to make them highly attuned to the problems of official fraud and rel- 
atively effective at eradicating them. Indeed, if we can believe Themistius, 
the two had personally experienced the bilking by late Roman tax collectors 
that was so common and the forced impressment of goods and services by 
the soldiery.*? Itis no surprise, then, that both had a reputation for harshly 
punishing officials caught out in fraudulent schemes." Ammianus calls 
Valens *a severe corrector of military and civil discipline" and *a harsh and 
bitter enemy of thievish officials and of those detected in peculation.” John 
of Antioch regarded Valentinian as “exacting and honorable in his choice 
of officials [and] unforgiving toward the disobedient."*? 

Nor are we lacking in specific instances to confirm these generalities. Gre- 
gory of Nyssa remarks on how bitterly Valens punished corrupt officials, and 
several letters of Basil's bring home the point with pleas for an ex-governor 
undergoing severe punishments for peculation.?? The Antioch magic trials 


45. See esp. MacMullen 1988, 122—70. See also Alföldi 1952, 28-47, on Valentinian's and 
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46. Them. Or. 8.1142. 
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began when two officials of the res privata were brought up on charges of 
fraud.?! Valentinian banished his first wife, Severa, for forcing the sale of an 
estate at a fraudulent price, had the former comes largitionum per Illyricum Dio- 
cles burned alive for peculation, and also had the cubicularius Rhodanus 
torched in the hippodrome of Constantinople for defrauding a widow in the 
purchase of her estate.”? Both emperors were thus ruthless in their pursuit 
of official corruption. Not unjustifiably so, however, at least not in the eyes 
of contemporaries. Both Symmachus and Themistius laud the brother em- 
perors on precisely this point, and the passages just quoted from Ammianus 
and John of Antioch indicate that their admiration was shared by others.” 

Although most of their extant laws on fraud and corruption come from 
the west, this does not necessarily indicate greater efforts by Valentinian in 
this respect. Rather, both no doubt imposed related measures, but fewer of 
Valens's laws survive. Thus Valentinian issued several laws forbidding the col- 
lection of bogus surcharges on state services by his officers;?* strictly forbade 
provincial governors from conducting official business in private homes;?? 
and, above all, took numerous measures to minimize fraud and bilking on 
the part of imperial tax collectors.” Although little survives to attest similar 
laws in the east, we can assume they were issued with equal vigor. Indeed, a 
constant refrain against corruption recurs in the imperial legislation from 
both east and west." Nor are Valens's laws in this regard entirely lacking. 
Like his brother, Valens was well aware that corruption could cut both ways: 
Libanius's oration 47 describes how small farmers often bribed local garri- 
son troops into defending their interests against curial tax collectors.?? In a 


51. AM 29.1.5. 
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law of 368, Valens forbade this corrupt practice under penalty of a fine of 
twenty-five pounds of gold, and a contemporary papyrus from Oxyrhynchus 
shows that Valens's prefect was enforcing the measure in Egypt.?? 

One subset of administrative belt-tightening in which Valens is certain to 
have taken an interest is the regulation of state factories. Diocletian had in- 
stituted a state monopoly on the control of arms factories, military wool-cloth 
workshops, and imperial purple-cloth and linen producers.” In the summer 
of 372, Valens issued a series of laws tightening regulations against private 
individuals who fraudulently employed imperial weavers from these facto- 
ries and stiffened other laws compelling makers of purple dye to pay taxes.®! 
From the year before, we have fragments of a law of Valentinian's requiring 
anyone who married or cohabited with a worker from the cloth workshops 
to take the quasi-servile status of that factory worker.°? These last may have 
been part of a larger original document that set the tone for Valens's actions 
in the east. More certainly of Valens's devising is a law of 374 regulating the 
rate of production at arms factories. The eastern emperor had learned 
through investigation that, while the fabrica in Constantinople was keeping 
up with that at Antioch in its production of bronze-embossed helmets, it was 
operating well behind in helmets decorated with silver and gold. His order 
to the Constantinopolitan fabrica to pick up the pace is typical of the mi- 
cromanagement Valens practiced in his effort to improve efficiency. Valen- 
tinian actually executed a praepositus fabricaefor producing a breastplate that, 
while beautifully crafted, weighed marginally less than the materials con- 
signed to him, a possible sign of embezzlement.™ Here, as elsewhere, the 
emperors used iron-fisted measures to ensure that fraud was snuffed out. 

Civic administration is the next area to which the emperors devoted a con- 
siderable amount of energy. Within this broad category, their primary con- 
cerns were three: maintaining the curial orders, encouraging the repair and 
construction of practical structures, and provisioning the major urban centers. 

Valentinian's and Valens's efforts to maintain the curial orders were far 
from atypical of their age. Since the third century, Roman emperors had 
struggled to keep alive the traditions of local civic responsibility that had al- 
lowed the cities of the high empire to flourish. The economic elites of every 
town and city—their curial order—had long been charged with a vast array 
of responsibilities, including securing a city's food supply, maintaining its 
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public structures, organizing its public festivals, and, above all, collecting its 
taxes and tribute. The burdens were heavy and grew ever heavier as fellow 
decurions were attracted into more lucrative careers in the military or im- 
perial administration. To shut off this outflow of decurions, who were 
treated as a hereditary order in late antiquity, fourth-century emperors is- 
sued a wide variety of laws blocking the various exits from curial service and 
defining quite specifically the duties demanded of curials. In continuing this 
trend, Valentinian and Valens were hardly original. 

The fact is that the curiaewere in a desperate state. The road to power and 
prestige now led either to the emperor or to God, with the curiae representing 
a dead end taken by ever fewer ambitious and wealthy citizens. We can see in 
Valens's laws something of the exasperation he must have felt in attempting 
to keep the city councils alive. He was forced to issue orders punishing de- 
curions who fled to the countryside, or even the desert, and to fine anyone 
who harbored fugitive decurions.9? A law of 375 reveals that the situation in 
Edessa was so desperate that he extracted children from his provincial gov- 
ernor's staff for transplantation into that city's curia.9 Both Valentinian and 
Valens also used curial service as a punishment for imperial agents who failed 
to live up to their obligations. The curiae were thus in such a state that they 
had become a sort of prison camp, a career of necessity and last resort. 

Nor is it surprising that men of curial status were so hard to keep in place: 
not only were the burdens of curial service great, many tempting careers 
pulled them toward an easier and more lucrative lifestyle as senators, ad- 
ministrators, soldiers, or clergy. Here again, Valentinian and Valens acted 
in tandem to cut off these lines of flight. In two laws of May 364—while the 
emperors were still together—they forbade councilors to join the senate with- 
out first fulfilling their curial obligations and without leaving behind atleast 
one son to fill their spot on their town council.° In a constitution of 370, 
Valens reaffirmed this law and further specified that a new senator would 
be obliged to leave much of his wealth to his curial son in his will." Another 
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law of Valens's from 365 allowed curials who had attained senatorial status 
before completing their obligations to retain their new status but still forced 
them to pay for those obligations back home."! The law must have been in 
place in the west as well, since a contemporary inscription from Numidia 
reports an African senator's restoration of a basilica in Cuicul "for the com- 
pletion of his required curial obligation." The military was just as entic- 
ing. Libanius reports that, because no man would let his daughter marry a 
councilor, these often chose to join the army so as to win the tax exemp- 
tions that could attract a wealthy wife.”* To combat this problem, Valentin- 
ian and Valens granted curiae the right to draft soldiering councilors back 
into city service unless they had already been in the army for at least five 
years. Even then, the emperors revoked the offer of tax immunity to a cur- 
ial deserter's wife and forbade his sons to follow in their father's footsteps 
as soldiers.’ Indeed, they even allowed any veteran's son who wished to join 
a curia in order to gain exemption from his normal obligation to join the 
military.” Finally, both forbade curials to become clergymen without of- 
fering a relative as a substitute on the council or surrendering their wealth 
to the council.” In the east, where monasticism was burgeoning, Valens also 
ordered that all monks of curial status be rounded up and returned to coun- 
cil service—a law that, as we have seen, he put to good effect in his perse- 
cution of Nicenes.”” 

Valentinian and Valens were certainly strict, but they were far from ex- 
treme in their measures. Compared to Julian, for example, the Pannonian 
brothers were actually quite reasonable with regard to the curiae." Although 
they understood the importance of the city councils, they were also aware 
that these constituted a talent pool for their administrations, which they were 
not willing to forgo. They thus kept open some loopholes through which cu- 


71. CTh 12.1.69. 

72. ILS 5535 = CIL 8.8324: PRO EDITIONE MUNERIS DEBITI; cf. PLRE I, Rutilius Satur- 
ninus 14. 

73. Lib. Or. 2.36, 45, 72; cf. Basil Ep. 116. 

74. CTh 7.1.6 + 12.1.64 = CJ 10.32.27 (a. 368). This actually relaxed a law of Julian's that 
required ten years of service before immunity was granted (CTh 12.1.56 [a. 362]). Valentin- 
ian's and Valens's new standard of five years lasted until at least 413 (CTh 6.27.16). 

75. CTh 12.1.78 (a. 372). 

76. CTh 12.1.59 + 16.2.17 (a. 364); cf. CTh 16.2.19 (a. 370), which allowed exemption to 
those who had been clergymen for ten years. Basil seems to be dealing with the consequences 
of this law at Reg. brev. tract. 94 (PG 31.1148). 

77. CTh 12.1.63 = CJ 10.32.26 (a. 373), with Pergami 1993, 133-34, on the date. 

78. Julian’s zeal for curial restoration is attested—and even criticized—in a number of 
sources: AM 22.9.12, 25.4.21; Zos. 3.11.5; Lib. Or. 18.135-58; Ep. 699; Jul. Mis. 367d; CTh 
12.1.50—56. See Pack 1986, 224-59. 
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rials could still escape to military or civilian service.” Indeed, this fact seems 
to have been at the root of criticisms that Libanius aimed at Valens for fail- 
ing to do enough to protect the curiae. This is unfair, for Valens and his 
brother seem to have understood better than Libanius that the only way to 
force labor out of this group of entry-level aristocrats was to tap them for 
higher administrative dignities. For this reason, as we shall see, the emper- 
ors experimented with removing the obligation to collect tribute and over- 
see local justice from curials, shifting it to low-level imperial administrators, 
many of them former curials.?! Although the experiment failed, it shows some 
vision of a new era in imperial administration where locally placed imperial 
bureaucrats would replace locally spawned elites. 

Not all of Valentinian's and Valens's efforts to bolster civic administration 
involved the compulsion of curials to service. Both also tried to care for the 
needs of the cities by encouraging or sponsoring the construction and re- 
construction of public monuments. For this reason, both emperors won con- 
siderable praise for their building efforts in big and small cities alike. Both 
were also in some sense forced to rebuild by a series of natural disasters that 
struck northwestern Anatolia, Greece and Crete, southern Italy and Sicily, 
and Egypt and Syria in the early part of their reigns. No one put it more aptly 
than Themistius, who marvels in a speech of 373: 


And you might see the entire empire growing all at once like a tapestry . . . here 
a city is rebuilt, there a posting station, and there a farm. You see where a har- 
bor is cleared out, where the sea is blocked off, where a river is bridged, where 
a road changes from rough to smooth, and in each city whatever was there be- 
fore is either restored or increased. So, too, with the state of the sufferings caused 
by nature; you will now see cities destroyed by earthquake that have been re- 
built and those that were deluged now freed from the sea, and however many 
suffered from the famine, you see here even enjoying abundance.” 


The nature and extent of Valentinian’s and Valens’s building program is laid 
out in greater detail in appendix D. Here it suffices to note the major con- 
clusions reached there and to point out how well they correspond to the gen- 


79. E.g., CTh 12.1.66, 73, both of which roll back Julian’s order that even imperial officials 
could be enrolled in the curiae; cf. Mis. 367d. And see CTh 8.3.1 relieving comitatensian office 
staff from curial obligations; cf. Vogler 1979, 163, 169. 

80. Lib. Or. 48.19-21, if we assume the emperor in question is Valens, with Norman 
1969-77, 2: 436 n. a. Lib. Or. 2.72-73 may also refer to the indifference of Valens's PPO Mod- 
estus to complaints about the state of the councils. 

81. On noncurial susceptores, see pp. 297—99. On the defensor civitatis, see p. 282. See also 
P Oxy 2110 (a. 370), which shows how Valens and his ministers upheld measures to prevent cu- 
rials from being overburdened. 

82. Them. Or. 11.150c-d. 
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eralizations in this quotation. First, and not surprisingly, both emperors seem 
to have cooperated in determining the kinds of projects on which they would 
focus. Second, they chose structures of practical value to the masses: aque- 
ducts, baths, bridges, basilicas, and grain storage facilities—as opposed to 
arches, churches, temples, villas, and palaces. In Constantinople, for exam- 
ple, Valens built a grain warehouse, a nymphaeum, a cistern, three bath com- 
plexes, and, above all, an aqueduct to supply what had been a very thirsty 
city with water from 240 kilometers away—the longest known aqueduct in 
the Roman world.°? Moreover, by returning certain funds from imperial es- 
tates to the local curiae, Valentinian and Valens encouraged all the cities, big 
and small, to work on similar types of structures, as Themistius implies.5* 
Third, as Themistius also indicates, both emperors focused on rebuilding 
or completing existing structures rather than beginning new ones: thus, to 
stick with Constantinople, two of Valens's bath complexes, his cistern, his 
aqueduct, and the Church of the Holy Apostles had been begun under ear- 
lier emperors and were merely completed by Valens. Finally, all of these ef- 
forts were in part dictated by the natural disasters to which Themistius al- 
ludes: in the twenty years between 358 and 378, the eastern Mediterranean 
saw seven major earthquakes, a devastating tsunami, a prodigious hailstorm 
in Constantinople, and two major famines.®? All of these created a serious 
need for reconstruction, and Valentinian and Valens faced this challenge with 
remarkable vigor. 

The last area of civic administration to which the emperors both devoted 
considerable attention was also of benefit to the masses, the provisioning of 
the major urban centers. Cities as large as Rome, Constantinople, and Anti- 
och could never have survived without some interference in the market for 
foodstuffs by the imperial government. Rome had enjoyed state-subsidized 
grain doles since the second century B.c., and Byzantium had won these on 
its promotion to the status of the *New Rome" by the Constantinians. The 
two capitals had roughly 600,000 citizens apiece by the late fourth century, 
populations large enough that huge amounts of government resources 
needed to be diverted into feeding their people.99 Grain was transported to 
these two cities by state grain shippers (navicularii) from across the west— 


83. For Valens's structures in Constantinople, see app. D. For the aqueduct's sources (near 
modern Bizye), see Them. Or. 11.150d-152b with Mango 1990b, 40-41; 1995, 13-14; Çeçen 
1996; cf. Crow and Ricci 1997. 

84. See pp. 295-96. 

85. On disasters in the period of Valentinian's and Valens's reign, see app. C. On recon- 
struction in their aftermath, see app. D. 

86. On Rome'sgrain supply—2 5,000,000 modii per annum—see Durliat 1990, 37-137. On 
Constantinople's, see Durliat 1990, 185-278; cf. 1995. Contrast the view of Sirks 1991; cf. Gar- 
nsey and Humfress 2001, 110-14; and see LoCascio 1999 for an effort at mediation. 
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but particularly from North Africa—to feed Rome, and from across the east— 
but particularly from Egypt—to feed Constantinople.®’ There it was stored 
in state grain houses (horrea), some of it for immediate use and some as a 
hedge against times of famine. This grain was never distributed directly to 
the people but sold at fixed prices to members of the public baking guilds 
(pistores), who then distributed their loaves to qualified citizens or sold them 
at a reduced price dictated by the imperial government. Pork, oil, and wine 
were also supplied, although less is known about these commodities, par- 
ticularly in Constantinople. The smooth functioning of this system was cru- 
cial to the order and security of the two imperial capitals. When grain sup- 
plies fell short in the capitals—and in other metropoleis like Antioch—riots 
ensued, which could destroy a city's infrastructure and claim the lives of im- 
perial and local officials.9? Naturally, Valentinian and Valens were well aware 
that the food supply in the metropoleis was important. Both worked hard to 
ensure its smooth delivery, not simply as a matter of comfort but as an im- 
perative for internal security. 

The provisioning of Rome was a major issue in the first year of Valentin- 
ian'sreign.9?" This we know from twenty-two entries in the Theodosian Code, 
which represent six major laws covering: (1) the baking guilds and grain stor- 
age;?! (2) bakers who sought asylum;?? (3) grain shippers and bakers;?? (4) 
wine provisions;?* (5) grain shippers;” and (6) authority over the grain sup- 
ply and the use of old stores.9? In the years that followed, the number of laws 
tapered off considerably. It would seem, then, that Valentinian felt that ma- 
jor reforms needed to be undertaken in Rome ab initio. The same was ap- 
parently not true of Constantinople. We must remember that Constantino- 
ple was just beginning to grow into the metropolis that it would become by 


87. Eunap. VS 6.2.7-8 claims grain reached Constantinople from Egypt, Asia, Syria, and 
Phoenicia, and Them. Or. 27.336d that it came from Egypt, Thrace, the Bosporus, and the Cher- 
sonese; cf. Durliat 1990, 225-31. 

88. For Rome, see Barnish 1987; Durliat 1990, 48-51; LoCascio 1999. For Constantino- 
ple, see Durliat 1990, 217-23. 

89. E.g., AM 14.6.1, 7.1-6, 22.14.1; Lib. Or. 1.103, 126, 208, 15.21, 18.195- 98; Jul. Mis. 
368d-370d . Cf. Durliat 1990, 355—78. 

90. See Tomlin 1973, 359: "The problem of giving Rome its daily bread dominates Valen- 
tinian's legislation"; cf. Alföldi 1952, 61-64. 

91. A law of June 8, 364: CTh 14.3.3-6  14.15.1 + 15.1.12 + 9.40.5 + 14.17.2 + 9.40.6, 
with Seeck, Regesten, 215, and, on the date(s), Pergami 1993, 5-12, 48-9, 117. See LoCascio 
1999, 171-72, for analysis. 

92. A law of Sept. 27, 364: CTh 14.3.11, with Pergami 1993, 279, on problems of dating. 

93. A law of Oct. 8, 364: CTh 9.40.7 + 14.3.7 + 14.21.1 + Cf 11.27.1. 

94. A law of Oct. 23, 364: CTh 11.2.2. 

95. A law of Jan. 11, 365: CTh 13.5.11 + CTh 13.6.2, with Pergami 1993, 137, on the date. 

96. A law of Apr. 4, 365: CTh 1.6.5 + 11.14.1 + 14.17.93 + 14.17.4 + CJ 1.28.1 + 10.26.1. 
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the end of the century, and that its distribution system was brand-new and 
still relatively free of problems: Constantius had only recently reorganized 
the grain supply and built new horrea, and Julian had just added a new har- 
bor.?” Thus, although Valentinian issued a single law on Constantinopolitan 
grain rations while resident in the capital,” it was not until 370 that the food 
supply there became a serious concern. 

In the summer of that year, a major famine struck central Anatolia. It seems 
to have hit Phrygia particularly hard, and to have driven many of its inhabi- 
tants into Constantinople to seek free grain.?? Although Valens had traveled 
east earlier in 370 to shore up the collapsing Persian frontier, he hastened 
back to Constantinople by the coming winter, apparently to calm any poten- 
tial unrest.! At precisely the same time, he split off the provinces of Egypt 
from the rest of the diocese of Oriens to form their own new diocese under 
a praefectus augustalis.'°! The aim here was probably to improve supervision of 
the grain supply from this province by putting it under tighter imperial con- 
trol. Alaw from Valens's residence in Constantinople during the crisis further 
indicates that the emperor also offered incentives to encourage people to join 
the guild of eastern grain shippers (navicularü).!” Valens thus took swift and 
sure actions to avert a crisis in Constantinople during the famine of 970.!% 

These measures were of course aimed at an immediate problem, but the 
last shows that even here Valens was following the lead of his brother: in the 
371 law, he states directly that the eastern navicularii were to follow their 
African counterparts in only leaving heritable property to other navicularii, 
a regulation of major concern to Valentinian.!?* Valens's imitation of west- 
ern provisioning policies is further confirmed by a law of his from 972 that 


97. See the helpful summary at Durliat 1995. On Julian’s harbor, see Zos. 3.11.3; cf. Janin 
1964, 231; Mango 1990b, 37-39. On abundant supplies in the mid fourth century, see Them. 
Or. 4.58d, 61a-b. 

98. CTh 14.17.1 (Mar. 27, 364). 

99. Soc. 4.16.7-17.1 reports that people flocked to Constantinople. See app. C for further 
sources for and discussion of this famine. 

100. Seeck, Regesten, 239, 241; Barnes 1998, 251-52. 

101. Inferred from Barbarus Scaligeri 279 and CTh 7.6.9 = CJ 12.39.2 atA. H. M. Jones 1954. 
DeSalvo 1979 has been able to pinpoint the date to 370, i.e., between the issuance of CTh 12.1.63 
and CTh 13.5.14. 

102. CTh 18.5.14 (Feb. 11, 371). Grain shipping was a business only for the rich; see Bag- 
nall 1993, 36-37. 

103. The food crisis may have provided the impetus for a law of 370 (CTh 10.23.1 = CJ 
11.13.1) that ordered the dredging of the Orontes, Antioch's supply line. Constantius II had 
already rebuilt Antioch's harbor at Seleucia (Lib. Or. 11.253; Jul. Or. 1.33 [40d]). Petit 1955, 
119, even speculates that Valens instituted a regular grain dole, although this may not have oc- 
curred until 372, when a famine struck Syria (see app. C); cf. Liebeschuetz 1972, 129. 

104. CTh 13.6.2, 4-5, 13.6.6, 7. On navicularii, see Durliat 1990, 80-90; Sirks 1991, 128-45; 
DeSalvo 1992. 
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lays down procedures by which navicularii who sustained a shipwreck could 
prove their claims.) Virtually the same law, unfortunately without an exact 
date, survives from Valentinian's realm as well, and we can assume that he 
rather than Valens established the protocol it prescribes.!9? Finally, Valens 
seems also to have built his own new storage facility, the Horrea Valentiaca, 
in the fifth region of Constantinople, perhaps around the time of the cri- 
sis." Yet here again, proper grain storage had been a major concern of Valen- 
tinian’s from the beginning of his reign. To the credit of both emperors, 
the careful measures they took for provisioning forestalled any potential trou- 
blesin the metropoleis. Despite the famine of 370, the Constantinopolitans 
seem never to have rioted over food under Valens.!°? And in Rome, even a 
devastating flood in 374 did not interfere with the efficient distribution of 
food under Valentinian’s new system. !? 

The next major area on which the emperors concentrated considerable 
administrative energy was protecting the welfare of the masses. In so doing, 
they were once again acting on their instincts as common men, men of the 
people. This is not to say that Valentinian and Valens were altruists, but rather 
that they sympathized with the average citizen, more specifically with the av- 
erage farmer, and understood the nature of the difficulties he faced. Thus, 
just as threats against fraud and corruption pervade their legislation, so too 
a concern for the rusticanus (countryman), the collator (taxpayer), and the 
tenuior (little guy) reverberates throughout the jargon of their day.!!! 

Perhaps the single most marked instance of this concern for the common 
man comes in their reform of the office of defensor civitatis. Much debate sur- 
rounds the creation and development of this office, but recent work by 
Robert Frakes has laid to rest old assumptions that Valentinian was the first 


105. CTh 13.9.1 = CJ 11.6.2 (June 5, 372). 

106. CTh 13.9.2 with Pergami 1993, 599, who dates the law to 372. More on Valentinian's 
concern with navicularii at AM 27.3.2. 

107. Not. urb. Const. 6.16; cf. app. D. CTh 14.17.7 (May 8, 372) —forbidding the transfer of 
rations and ordering their storage at the horrea in case of absence from the city—may serve as 
a lerminus ante quem for its construction. Here again, Valens's law follows those of Valentinian 
(CTh 14.17.1-2). 

108. CTh 15.1.17 (a. 365). More on Valentinian's interest in grain storage at CTh 14.15.1 
+ 15.1.12; AM 28.1.1718; CIL 8.7975 = 19852 = ILS 5910. Them. Or. 8.115a indicates that 
Valens, like Valentinian, was concerned with the construction of storehouses more broadly. 

109. Socrates , who hated Valens, would surely have reported riots at 4.16.7—17.1 had they 
occurred. 

110. AM 29.6.17-18; cf. AM 27.3.3; Coll. Avel.10. The incident described at AM 27.3.4 is 
undatable and, more to the point, need not indicate a provisioning crisis; see bibliography at 
LoCascio 1999, 170 n. 38. 

111. E.g., CTh 1.29.5 = CJ 1.55.3; CTh 7.13.7, 8.11.1, 11.1.14 = CJ 11.48.45 CTh 11.10.1 = 
CJ10.24.1; CTh11.10.2, 11.11.1 = Gf11.55.2; CTh 11.16.10= CJ10.48.8; CTh 13.2.8 = CJ10.53.9; 
CJ 11.48.5, 11.75.2; AE 1984, 250. 
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to invent it or, at least, to popularize it.!!° Frakes has shown that the title can 
be traced to the third century, and that Constantine first transformed the 
post into that of a legal arbiter of petty disputes whose aim was to defend the 
interests of the lower classes all across the empire. Our best understanding 
of precisely how the post-Constantinian defensor worked, however, comes from 
a group of laws issued by Valentinian and Valens, who took a particular in- 
terest in this office in order to further their program of protecting the com- 
mon man. According to these laws, the defensor had as his mandate judgment 
over petty cases involving small debts, fugitive slaves, or the payment of ex- 
cess taxes.!? These types of cases were often disputed between commoners 
and local curials or provincial administrators. Because, however, precisely 
those curials and administrators—or their colleagues— generally sat in judg- 
ment over the case, the results were predictably frustrating for the commoner. 
Even where two parties of low status were involved, judicial fees were often 
so high that they precluded the satisfaction of small claims.!!* To avoid this 
conflict of interest, Valentinian and Valens ordered in the first months of 
their reign that all defensores be drawn from ex-officials of the imperial bu- 
reaucracy who were otherwise detached from the local interests involved. !^ 
In laws of 368 and 370 respectively, Valentinian and Valens reaffirmed and 
clarified these requirements.!!° In these same laws, both state openly that 
their reform of the defensor was part ofa larger program intended to protect 
the common man: "Although we have carefully established many things in 
behalf of the plebeians, we believe that we have provided nothing for them 
unless we should give them suitable defenders," said Valentinian, and Valens, 
^wise provision has been made that innocent and peaceful rustics shall en- 
joy the benefit of special protection." Although the curiae soon hijacked the 
position of defensor to “defend” their own interests, at least under the Pan- 
nonian brothers, this office represented a carefully cultivated and concrete 
means of safeguarding the interests of commoners.!!” 


112. Frakes 2001. Pergami 1995 argues that Valentinian instituted the office in 368. Lalle- 
mand 1963, 114-18, and Mannino 1984, 13-75, acknowledge connections to earlier officials 
in Egypt (syndikoi) but contend that Valentinian first applied the concept all across the empire. 

113. CTh 1.29.2 = CJ 1.55.1 (June 27, 365); c£. CTh 8.15.4. On the date, see Frakes 2001, 
105-6. 

114. For this concern see CTh 1.29.5 = CJ 1.55.3 (Aug. 10, 370); cf. CJ 2.6.7. On judicial 
corruption, contrast MacMullen 1988, 137—70, with Corcoran 1996, 238-44; Honoré 1998, 
25-29; Harries 1999, 53-55, 1583-71. 

115. CTh 1.29.1 (Apr. 27, 364). On the date, see Frakes 2001, 94-103. Contrast Pergami 
1995, 430-31, who argues for 368. This measure must be closely related to Valentinian's and 
Valens's replacement of curial susceptores with ex-officiales in the summer of 364; see p. 297. 

116. CTh 1.29.3 + 4 = CJ 1.55.2 and CTh 1.29.5 = CJ 1.55.3 with Frakes 2001, 108-13. 

117. For the defensorin action under Valens, see CTh 13.10.7 with Mannino 1984, 21-23. 
Note also the anachronistic description of Republican tribunes provided for Valens by Eutropius 
(1.13), who compares these officers to defensores. 
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Further evidence of Valentinian's and Valens's mutual interest in legal eq- 
uity for all can be found in their judicial guidelines. Justitia ranked among 
the four cardinal virtues of an emperor,!!* a point that did not escape the 
panegyrists who praised Valentinian and Valens and the dedicants who of- 
fered them honorary inscriptions.!!? Nor were these exaggerating when they 
lauded this quality in the Pannonians. Ammianus, for example, claims that 
Valens refused to let any of his ministers seize judicially condemned prop- 
erty without introducing rival claimants to challenge their greed. One sus- 
pects this concern stemmed from his own family's loss of its estate to the em- 
peror Constantius.!?° The psychological effects on him of that loss must have 
been substantial and seem to have motivated a series of laws regulating the 
auction of such properties and guaranteeing the rights of family members 
to the possessions of many condemned men.!?! Similarly, both emperors en- 
acted laws expediting the appeal of cases from the courts of iudices ordinarii 
(governors who acted as judges in the first instance). These forced ?udices to 
forward appeals within thirty days,'? granted three months for the renewal 
of claims that had been postponed, ?? and reaffirmed earlier guidelines for 
the transferal of cases to the emperor.!?* Both emperors also issued laws in- 
sisting that cases be heard in the province where the defendant resided, a 
ruling over which Basil had to admonish Valens's vicar Demosthenes when 
he brought actions against Gregory of Nyssa.!?* 

The final area to which Valentinian and Valens devoted their energies was 
one for which their rural background had perhaps best prepared them, im- 
proving the efficiency of agriculture. We have already seen that Valens was 
aman ofthe country: in a passage cited in chapter 1, Themistius states baldly 
that he had been a yeoman farmer.!?® Indeed, Valens emphasized the same 
in his first speech to the Senate of Constantinople, words echoed by The- 
mistius: “I recognized the very things the divine Plato recommended for 
rulership in your words: that it is of benefit to your subjects that you were 
simple farmers before becoming emperors, that you were raised on the milk 


118. AM 25.4.1; Men. Rhet. 2.373, 375. See Millar 1977, 507-47, on the emperor as judge. 

119. E.g., Symm. Or. 3.9; CIL 6.1180 = ILS 765: IVSTITIAE AEQUITATISQUE RECTORI; IRT 
57-58, 472-73: IVSTITIA PARITER AC PIETATE CAELESTI. Valentinian is also praised for his 
justice at Cedrenus, p. 541; Zon. 13.15; John of Nikiu 82.9; cf. Andreotti 1931, 473-82. 

120. AM 31.14.93. 

121. CTh 9.42.6, 10.10.9, 11, 11.20.2. 

122. CTh 11.30.32 = CJ 7.62.24; CTh 11.30.33-34; cf. Pergami 1993, lii; Harries 1999, 
110-13. 

123. CTh 11.31.1—6, 11.32.1. These measures may be at the root of Symm. Or. 2.29-30. 

124. CTh 1.19.5, 11.29.3 = CJ 7.61.2; CTh 11.29.5, 30.35, 12.12.3-4. C£, however, AM 
27.7.5, 30.8.19. 

125. CTh 2.1.4, 9.1.10; cf. Basil Ep. 225. Basil also reminds Demosthenes that—as a civil 
official—he should not be judging an ecclesiastical affair. 

126. Them. Or. 8.118d-1142, quoted on p. 54. 
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of labor, free of flattery, as yeomen, public servants, out in the open air, sol- 
diers, matured by the toughness of human existence.”!?? Valens never lost 
his concern for farmers. The Epitome de Caesaribus calls him “a good care- 
taker of landowners," and Ammianus confirms that he *was a most just guard- 
ian of the provinces, each of which he kept free from harm as if it were his 
own household.”!?8 Even when he went to war against the Goths, he made 
sure that his army was able to secure adequate provisions without unduly bur- 
dening the provincial farmers in Thrace.!?? The fact is that both Valens and 
his brother were extremely knowledgeable about the conduct of agriculture, 
and they put their knowledge to work once they had gained power. 

This concern showed up in three primary areas: encouraging the full ex- 
ploitation of available land, securing servile and semi-servile labor, and tight- 
ening the levy on horses for the cavalry. The problem of abandoned land, 
agri deserti, was common in late antiquity.!°° Whether because of a decrease 
in population or because of the crushing effects of overtaxation, many fields 
lay fallow, causing a drop in productivity and a decrease in tax flow. To solve 
the problem, Valentinian issued several laws offering agri deserti at auction to 
any taker and allowing three years' exemption from taxes on the land as an 
incentive to farm it.!?! Valentinian also granted retired veterans the right to 
occupy agri deserti free of charge and gave them oxen, seed grain, and tax ex- 
emptions to help them get started.!** Although no parallel law exists for 
Valens, the anonymous De rebus bellicis, written for him ca. 367/69, discusses 
exactly the same measure for veterans, indicating that Valens was probably 
implementing this policy as well.!?? On the question of labor, Valentinian is- 
sued laws forcing the return of slaves and coloni (serfs) who had fled their 
estates and punishing those who harbored them or used their labor.!?* Valens 
himself invented a clever measure to attract coloni on imperial estates back 
onto the tax rolls. He allowed them to pay taxes at only 1 percent for the in- 
diction (tax cycle) year 367-68, but insisted that they be enrolled on tax reg- 
isters when they paid. Once on the rolls, they could be sought for higher 
payments in subsequent years.!°° 
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129. Zos. 4.10.4; cf. Them. Or. 10.138b-c; cf. p. 127. 
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CJ 11.48.93. 

132. CTh 7.20.8, 11. 

133. DRB 5.6. 

194. CTh 10.12.2; CJ 11.48.8, 11.53.1 + 6.3.13, 11.68.93; cf. CTh 5.19.1. 
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On horse levies, the emperors faced tremendous troubles with collection 
agents (siratores) who abused the levy for their own profit: rather than col- 
lecting horses in kind, they would collect exorbitant sums of money for their 
commuted value (adaeratio), then buy cheaper nags for the cavalry and pocket 
the difference. In 365, Valentinian issued a law aimed at curbing this prac- 
tice, but it was a law promulgated by Valens in 367 that really got at the root 
of the problem. Valens insisted that farmers on imperial estates who offered 
horses be paid quite handsomely at twenty-three solidi per animal.!?° This 
fixed—and quite fair—price won mention from Themistius, who praises 
Valens’s liberality on the horse levy.!?? In 371, Valens also split the province 
of Cappadocia in two in order to manage the imperial horse ranches there. 
This created something of a contretemps in the life of the Cappadocian fa- 
thers and particularly Basil, whose bishopric was halved.!?® In fact, however, 
the emperor's aim was to concentrate the imperial horse ranches of eastern 
Cappadocia into a province separate from the urban centers in the west. !?? 
Valens's concern with these ranches is also seen in three letters Libanius wrote 
the comes domorum per Cappadociam, the manager of the Cappadocian ranches 
under Valens. Libanius reports that this manager, a certain Acacius, was sent 
out specifically to clean up the shoddy state of things. Unfortunately, the third 
letter reveals that Acacius found himself in some trouble for attempting to 
obtain a good horse for Libanius while in office, a practice that obviously vi- 
olated Valens's rules of good management.!^ Indeed, Valentinian is reported 
to have ordered a stratornamed Constantianus to be stoned to death for sim- 
ilar misconduct in Sardinia.!*! Both emperors were thus quite serious but 
also quite effective at farm management. They used what they knew to help 
improve the efficiency of the most important sector of the ancient economy, 
agriculture. 

The Pannonian emperors thus concentrated the bulk of their administra- 
tive energies on four areas: corruption, civic administration, the masses, and 
agriculture. In the first arena, they sought to eliminate fraud and extortion 
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by imperial officials and proved more than willing to employ violent puni- 
tive measures. In civic administration, they worked hard to retain curials in 
place, to build structures of broad public benefit and to secure the grain sup- 
ply of the empire's major cities. To benefit the masses, they reformed the 
office of defensor civitatis and tightened judicial procedures to the benefit of 
the common man. And in agriculture, they encouraged land use, strength- 
ened the labor pool, and reformed the horse levy. Because of their successes, 
both Valentinian and Valens more than deserve the praise they received, in 
their own lifetimes and afterward, for their abilities as administrators. 


ECONOMICS AND FINANCE UNDER THE VALENTINIANI 


Taxes were as despised in antiquity as they are at present. Then as now, they 
represented the most common way for a government to interfere in the lives 
of its citizens. Fiscal responsibility was thus an important imperial ideal. In 
his description of imperial panegyrics, Menander Rhetor advises that, where 
appropriate, the orator should “mention the tributes he [the emperor] im- 
poses and the supply of his forces, pointing out that he is concerned also for 
his subjects’ ability to bear those burdens lightly and easily.”!*? This advice 
was followed by many an orator and historian, who lauded the economy of 
emperors as a mark of honor.!? In so doing, they reinforced the ideal by 
praising it in action. A striking example of the phenomenon comes in Ju- 
lian, who played the roles of both orator and emperor. In his first oration to 
Constantius II, he praised his uncle's enlightened taxation policy in terms 
as glowing as possible in light of Constantius's general heavy-handedness in 
this arena.'** When Julian himself took the helm, first as Caesar and then as 
Augustus, he was able to act on the ideal he had preached by offering a se- 
ries of measures designed to relieve the burdens of taxes and debt. Unfor- 
tunately, Julian's freehandedness (liberalitas) was so unbridled as to verge on 
irresponsibility. The rhetoric of tax relief was thus more than just window 
dressing: all emperors understood the crucial importance of not overbur- 
dening their subjects. 

When they first came to power, Valentinian and Valens were stuck with 
the financial mess created by Julian, which they worked hard to clear up be- 
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fore moving on to relief measures of their own. Unlike Julian's liberalitas, 
theirs was tempered with caution and a measure of economic good sense.!*? 
Both were extremely conscientious about limiting the financial burdens on 
their subjects, but nonetheless concerned to cover state expenses. Their ad- 
mirable performance in this regard comes out in Ammianus' obituaries of 
the emperors, which say that Valentinian was “very sparing toward the 
provincials, and lightened the burdens of tribute everywhere" and that Valens 
"lightened the burdens of tribute with a singular zeal, allowed no growth in 
taxes, and was quite moderate in assigning money values for other articles 
owed in kind."!*? Here again, their experience as farmers and common sol- 
diers had rendered the emperors sympathetic to the conditions of their sub- 
jects and capable of taking efficacious measures to better them. 

In the arena of the economy more than any other, Valens was the vet- 
eran. Itwas he who had managed the Pannonian farmstead and who could, 
as Themistius put it, “look over this great empire from afar as if it were a 
single household and see its annual income, its expenditure, its deficien- 
cies, its surpluses, where things run easily, where with effort."!^? It was there- 
fore Valens, rather than his brother, who was often the leader in economic 
reform. This was Valens's genius and the element that did most to redeem 
his other failings. 

Unfortunately, we have no writings of Valens preserved to inform us of 
the motivations and assumptions behind his economic program. Even so, 
we can catch a glimpse from a contemporary document of what these might 
have been. We have already seen that he was the recipient of an ingenious 
treatise “On Military Matters" (De rebus bellicis), which proffered advice on in- 
novative weapons to be used in his first Gothic war.!* In the same treatise, 
the anonymous author spent considerable effort on the question of eco- 
nomics, particularly as this related to military expenses. His awareness of eco- 
nomic principles stretched well beyond the primitive conceptions attributed 
by some modern historians to the ancients. He understood, for example, 
that an increase in the money supply precipitated inflation. He was also aware 
that the military was the single biggest drain on government resources. Fi- 


145. AM 31.14.93: "liberalis cum moderatione"; Joh. Ant. fr. 182 = Suid. O 762: dpovr(Gow 
Kai rs rwv Onoavpwv SiKaias Umodoxns; Zos. 4.3.2. For previous surveys of Valentinian’s and 
Valens's economic policies, see esp. Andreotti 1931, 482-95; Mazzarino 1951, 187-206; So- 
raci 1971, 139-65. 

146. AM 30.9.1: “in provinciales admodum parcus, tributorum ubique molliens sarcinas"; 
31.14.2: "tributorum onera studio quodam molliens singulari, nulla vectigalium admittens aug- 
menta, in adaerandis reliquorum debitis non molestus." 

147. Them. Or. 8.113d-1145b; see p. 54. 

148. See pp. 6 and 127. 


288 ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 


nally, and less surprisingly, he was fully aware that debasing the coinage ham- 
pered economic interchange.!*? 

To remedy the problems of the ancient economy the author of the De re- 
bus bellicis made a number of suggestions, which seem to have affected— or 
to have been affected by—the policies of Valentinian and Valens. He rec- 
ommended measures for cutting the tribute by 50 percent,!°° an ambition 
that Valens himself expressed. The anonymous author also called for tighter 
control on the collection of tribute by provincial governors and particularly 
on the horse levy, the appropriation of grain and building supplies, and the 
drafting of troops—and the Pannonians reformed the levying not only of 
horses but of grain, building materials, and conscripts as well.!?! Finally, De 
rebus bellicis advised the emperor to eliminate the debasement of the currency 
by confining all moneyers to an island where they could not be corrupted. 15? 
Valentinian and Valens did undertake a currency reform designed to reduce 
debasement, but rather by “isolating” those authorized to coin precious metal 
in the imperial comitatus. Ultimately, then, the De rebus bellicis comes out seem- 
ing as much like a policy statement promoting measures already foreseen by 
the imperial college as a how-to manual designed to enlighten the emper- 
ors. Indeed, the relationship between author and emperor is almost entirely 
ambiguous, leaving us to guess how much the author knew of and reported 
the emperors’ intentions and how much he influenced them.?? 

When Valentinian and Valens first came to power, fundamental economic 
reforms were hardly a pressing issue. Both emperors were faced with a much 
more urgent concern in the economic crisis left for them by Julian. Even Ju- 
lian's admirer Ammianus admitted that many compared Valentinian to Au- 
relian in that both had to implement austere economic programs to over- 
come the debts left to them by their fiscally irresponsible predecessors, 
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Aurelian with Gallienus's debts and Valentinian with Julian's.!?* Valens's epit- 
omator Eutropius, who was a pagan and had supported Julian, also granted 
that Julian had been *freehanded with his friends but less diligent than was 
fitting for so great an emperor," and that he had been “only moderately con- 
cerned with the public treasury.”!? 

Julian had cut tributes drastically empirewide. Ammianus claims that 
Gaul alone saw a reduction from twenty-five solidi per tax unit (caput) to 
only seven, and several other territories also saw serious reductions.!°° In 
addition, Julian remitted fiscal debts, seemingly to any territory that asked 
him to.!?? He remitted the obligation to provide crown gold (aurum coro- 
narium), a major revenue source for the extremely expensive donatives that 
every emperor—including Julian— distributed to his troops.?? He returned 
temple properties—confiscated by Constantine —to the temples. These had 
been administered by the imperial res privata (privy purse) and had consti- 
tuted another source of imperial revenue, a source Julian cut off.!°? In ad- 
dition, Julian also returned to the cities civic estates that had been appro- 
priated by the res privata, again sapping imperial income.!9? 

Nor did Julian cut expenditures at a pace commensurate with his cuts in 
revenues. Although he eliminated many unnecessary members of his palace 
staff,!°! he made up the difference by giving land, buildings, and money to 
his friends, especially his philosophical friends, with wild abandon. When 
his massive army created a grain crisis in Antioch, he bought his way out of 
trouble with a huge infusion of subsidized grain. He then marched 65,000 
men into Persia in one of the most expensive expeditions of the fourth cen- 
tury.!6 There, before he died, leaving behind him a mountain of debt, he 
added to the problem by promising huge donatives to his troops for their 
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various successes. The imperial economy was thus in a shambles when 
Julian died in mid 363. 

And the debts continued to mount in the aftermath of Julian's demise. 
A fragment of Eunapius seems to indicate that Jovian felt compelled to in- 
stitute a superindiction in Asia to help bolster the sagging imperial finances 
that dogged the first months of his reign. Meanwhile, there was the ques- 
tion of donatives. As noted, on his accession, each emperor offered a do- 
native of five gold solidi and one pound of silver to every soldier—more to 
officers. Because much of a soldier's normal annual pay came in grain ra- 
tions, this accession donative —and subsequent quinquennial donatives— 
represented the biggest cash outlays faced by an emperor.!®” Reckoning an 
army totaling 600,000 men,!® it would have eaten up at least 3,000,000 so- 
lidi, or 41,667 pounds in gold and 600,000 pounds in silver, worth the same 
in gold at the 1 : 14.4 gold: silver ratio common in the fourth century.!® At 
the beginning of their reign, Valentinian and Valens had to pay this twice! 
Jovian’s sudden death after eight months of rule left them with arrears for 
their predecessor's accession donative in addition to their own. 

Itis thus no surprise that one of Valentinian's and Valens's earliest ex- 
tant laws revoked Julian's remission of crown gold and called on local cu- 
riaeto pay this tax immediately.!”° Nevertheless, there must have been some 
confusion over the payment of crown gold for two donatives in such quick 
succession. Indeed, this confusion is clear from a fragment of Eunapius's 
Histories that reports that embassies bearing aurum coronarium for Jovian had 
to consign their money to Valentinian, because Jovian was dead by the time 
they reached the imperial comitatus.!?! There is thus no way that Jovian's 
donative can have been completely paid off by the time Valentinian came 
to power in February 364. Moreover, we know from several letters of Liba- 
nius that Antioch sent two embassies bearing crown gold, one to Jovian and 
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a second to Valentinian.!7? Valentinian and Valens did not, then, attempt 
to equate the two donatives or remit one but demanded aurum coronarium 
twice and thus paid donatives twice: one imagines that the troops would have 
accepted nothing less. Given the scale and expense of this operation, we 
should not be surprised to learn that it took over two years for the emper- 
ors to complete it. Stillin 365, an embassy from Tripolis was being sent to 
consign aurum coronarium to Valentinian, and in the latter part of that year, 
an official of the imperial largitiones in the Pontic diocese was still distrib- 
uting donatives to troops there when the Procopius revolt broke out.!” This 
confirms that the office of imperial largitiones was committed to a continu- 
ous outflow of cash for well over two years between the summer of 363 and 
the fall of 365. 

To cope with the expense of Julian's prodigality and the cost of this dou- 
ble donative, Valentinian and Valens issued a huge number of gold and sil- 
ver coins under the legend RESTITUTOR REI PUBLICAE (fig. 15) in the first 
three years of their reign.!7* They must have been hard pressed to obtain the 
bullion for this. Indeed, as just mentioned, the new emperors felt compelled 
to reinstitute the crown gold tax immediately after their accession. They also 
revoked Julian's devolution of temple properties to religious authorities and 
reappropriated these and their incomes to the res privata.!? And they reap- 
propriated the municipal estates that Julian had returned to the curiae.!” 
None of these measures would have been popular, but all were eminently nec- 
essary in the face of financial crisis. Even more unpopular were the extreme 
debt collection procedures the new emperors instituted in their efforts to meet 
expenses. We have already seen that—according to Ammianus—a major im- 
petus behind the Procopius revolt in 365 was the ruthless collection of tax 
debts “with fourfold indemnities" by Valens's father-in-law, the patrician Petro- 
nius.!”7 This interest in back taxes is reflected in two laws of 365 ordering the 
collection of tribute from delinquent landholders.!? More striking, a con- 
temporary letter of Basil complains that “all the world is teeming with men 
who demand payment and make accusations” and specifically mentions the 
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Figure 15. RESTITVTOR REI PVBLICAE 
solidus of Antioch. RIC 9.272.2. Courtesy 
American Numismatic Society. 





“much talked-about fourfold.”!”? Ammianus was thus not exaggerating the 
frantic demand for revenues. In addition, we have seen that Valentinian and 
Valens attacked former members of Julian's entourage — particularly those 
who had benefited from the Apostate’s largesse —at least in part as a means 
to generate revenues. !8° Maximus of Ephesus, for example, was fined “a sum 
of money so large that a philosopher could hardly even have heard of such 
an amount."?! These draconian measures, necessary though they were, 
helped prepare the ground for the Procopius revolt. 

In the aftermath of the revolt, Valens seems to have done an about-face 
on taxation and revenue generation. We have already seen that he exercised 
considerable restraint in his reprisals against supporters of Procopius.!*? But 
he also seems to have understood that there was a need to slash taxes and 
debt collection more generally. Indeed, something of the emperor's attitude 
at the time may be reflected in a passage from the De rebus bellicis that calls 
for sweeping protections for the taxpayer. There the author claims that it 
was Constantine —a favorite whipping boy in the aftermath of Procopius's 
usurpation!#—who had fomented the revolution by putting too much gold 
and silver into the economy and thereby encouraging the rich to cram their 
houses full of splendor to the detriment of the poor: 


But the poor driven by their afflictions into various criminal enterprises and 
losing sight of all respect for law, all feelings of loyalty, entrusted their revenge 
to crime. . . . And passing from one crime to another [they] supported usurpers 
[i.e., Procopius and Marcellus], whom they brought forth for the glorification 
of your virtuous majesty. Therefore, Most Excellent Emperor, you will take care 
in your prudence to limit public grants and thereby look to the taxpayer's in- 
terest [collatori prospicere] and transmit to posterity the glory of your name.!*# 
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Throughout the remainder of his treatise, the anonymous author stresses 
the necessity of safeguarding the interests of collatores.!9* 

This concern expressed to Valens is hardly surprising, given that we have 
already seen similar language permeating his legislation.'®° Indeed, a con- 
cern for the average taxpayer was evident even before the revolt of Procopius. 
In late 364 and early 365—the year of their first consulship—both emper- 
ors issued laws forbidding officials to demand sportulae—superindictions sup- 
posedly appropriated to “celebrate” state occasions but actually used as a front 
for extortion.!?" In the years during and after the Procopius revolt, the em- 
perors issued even more laws forbidding such shakedowns: in 370, they 
banned obligatory gifts to officials (formale); in summer 365, they outlawed 
surcharges for issuing receipts (apochandi); and in 368, they ordered exile 
for officers who attempted to demand transport commutations (xenia and 
munuscula).'®® They even offered serious relief from the imposts associated 
with their decennial donative in 373 (collatio lustralis and aurum oblaticium).'®° 
These were relatively simple measures but no doubt helped provide welcome 
relief to taxpayers. 

More important, however, Valens in particular understood that such oc- 
casional annoyances were minor compared with the more common and far 
more onerous burden of tribute, capitatio-iugatio. Here again it must be re- 
membered that most taxpayers of the late empire surrendered far more in 
kind than in cash: the grain, wine, and meat used to feed a huge and very 
hungry army and civil service constituted most of what they paid. Valens's 
concern with lightening this burden became abundantly evident in the year 
following the Procopius revolt. In a difficult passage of Themistius's eighth 
oration (delivered in March 368), we learn that, from late 367 onward, Valens 
chose to cut tribute in kind by one-quarter. Themistius begins and ends his 
discussion of the tax cuts with jabs at the Constantinians—much like the De 
rebus bellicis for having doubled the tribute rates over the past forty years. 1% 
In between these criticisms, he reports: 


Arresting this pernicious growth, you first held it in place against expectation, 
and for three successive years [i.e., 364—606] the affliction did not make its usual 
advance; and in the fourth [beginning in late 367] you eliminated an equi- 
table portion of the burden. Decrees that were beyond belief were published: 


185. DRB 1.1, 1.7, 4.1, 4-3, 5.6. 

186. See p. 281. 

187. CTh 8.11.1-2; cf. 11.16.11. See Pergami 1993, xxxvii-xxxviii. 

188. CTh 1.31.2, 11.2.1; CTh 11.11.1 = Cf 11.55.2; cf. Them Or. 8.116d. See also the epi- 
graphic fragments of a law on apochae in Mazzarino 1974. 

189. Symm. Rel. 13: "divis parentibus tuis ob decennium singulis minor summa decreta est”; 
Them. Or. 11.143€, 144a: TÒ xpvoíov uèv Öamavnjoeı Kal TO dpyúpiov. 

190. Eus. VC 4.2 holds that Constantine actually cut tribute by one quarter, an assertion 
whose value is difficult to assess (Barnes 1981, 255-58). 


294 ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE 


"the measures of grain and wine you shall pay in taxes shall be reduced by such 
and such an amount and remaining items shall also fall short of what you used 
to pay by equal quantities.". . . Because of this, those who made increases mea- 
sure-by-measure over a forty-year period [i.e., the Constantinians between 324 
and 363] got away with doubling the taxes, while the contributions we shall 
pay to you next year will be halved, if the measures of the return turn out ac- 
cording to expectation.!?! 


Valens thus cut tribute rates by one-quarter in the indiction year 367-68 and 
seems to have expressed the intention that, within the next year, they would 
fall to one-half the level they had reached by the beginning of his reign. This 
sentiment is remarkably close to the goal of halving taxes expressed by the 
De rebus bellicis at precisely the same time.!?? 

One questions, however, whether this lofty aim was ever achieved.!?? The 
fact that the year 367—068 was a benchmark in setting indiction rates is clear 
from two laws of Theodosius II that remitted tax delinquencies "since the 
eleventh Valentian indiction [ex indictione undecima Valentiaca].”!%* The in- 
diction of 367-68 had thus been reified as a base year for setting tax rates. 
This fact and the wording of the law tell us two things about what Valens ac- 
tually accomplished: first, Valens is unlikely to have implemented his further 
anticipated cut in 368-69— otherwise Theodosius would have used Valens's 
"twelfth indiction" as the base year for his remittance; second, the indiction 
rate was attributed to Valens rather than his brother and was thus perhaps 
Valens's invention. Further evidence that Valens was the leader on the ques- 
tion of tribute reductions comes from several passages in the literary sources. 
To be sure, Ammianus claims that both emperors cut tribute, but he indi- 
cates that Valens did so with particular zeal;!”® more tellingly, Zosimus 
openly laments the fact that in the latter part of his reign, “Valentinian was 


very oppressive in his demands for taxes, exceeding the usual exactions”;!% 


191. Them. Or. 8.113a-c; cf. Or. 10.129c. On this passage, see Vanderspoel 1995, 169-71. 

192. DRB 5.3 claims that this reduction could be achieved by dismissing soldiers once they 
had attained a pay rank of five annonae. Just as with Valens's cutbacks, tribute rates (i.e., pay- 
ments in kind of grain) are in question, leaving one to wonder whether Valens actually intended 
to implement DRB’s recommendation on early dismissal. 

193. Heather and Matthews 1991, 27 n. 38 believe that Them. Or. 8.112d-113c confirms 
a 50 percent cut. While it is true that that the last sentence quoted above implies this intention, 
they have mistranslated Themistius's quotation from Valens's law in a way that makes the 
second—proposed— cut seem more certain than it must have been. kai ra dora éé ions dmroóé- 
ovra. Tod auvyJous should be rendered as above rather than “and for the future also shall fall 
short of what is customary by equal quantities,” a translation that implies rò Aoımov for ra Aora. 
For the correct translation, see both Maisano 1995, 391, and Leppin and Portmann 1998, 163 
and n. 139; cf. Vanderspoel 1995, 169 n. 52. 

194. CTh 11.28.9-10. 

195. AM 30.9.1, 31.14.2, see n. 146. 

196. Zos. 4.16.1. 
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and Ammianus lends circumstantial credibility to this claim when he says 
that Valentinian turned a blind eye while his prefect Probus impoverished 
Pannonia with ever-rising taxation in the 370s.!9 On the question of tribute 
reductions, then, Valens seems to have been the leader: he apparently initi- 
ated the program and kept it in place even when his brother abandoned it 
at the end of his reign. 

Valens also broke his own ground on the question of revenues from civic 
estates, the lands formerly held by individual cities in endowment. As already 
mentioned, these had been appropriated to the imperial res privata since the 
days of Constantius II but had been returned to the cities by Julian. Valen- 
tinian and Valens reappropriated the civic estates at the beginning of their 
reigns, but Valens soon partially reversed the policy again. This we know from 
a wonderful inscription of Ephesus recording a rescript of Valens to Eutropius 
who was serving as proconsul of Asia in 371.9? The rescript shows that Valens 
had undertaken an experiment in which, rather than returning ownership 
of the estates to the cities, he returned to them revenues from some of those 
estates, while retaining ownership and administration for the res privata. The 
revenues were to be used for restoring civic moenia (public structures), an 
undertaking that, as we have seen, was dear to Valens's and Valentinian's 
hearts.'9? Because the experiment had worked, Valens ordered Eutropius to 
make an assessment of the current state of all imperially held civic estates in 
Asia and then begin distributing revenues from these to other Asian cities. 
These estates, Valens's knew, amounted to 6,7367 iuga of productive land 
and 703 iuga of nonproductive land, with an annual income of 11,000 so- 
lidi.” This remarkable decree tells us three important things: first, Valens 
had an amazing grip on financial administration and an astonishing cache 
of precise information at his fingertips; second, contrary to common as- 
sumptions, emperors did not simply react to demands but actually plotted 
out policies and tested them in advance;?"! third, it must have been Valens 
and not Valentinian who invented the system attested in the law codes 
whereby cities were granted one-third of the revenues from their old estates 
for the purpose of restoring public structures (“ad reparationem moenium 


197. AM 30.5.5-6: "denique tributorum onera vectigaliumque augmenta multiplicata"; cf. 
Jer. Chron. s.a. 372. 

198. AE 1906, 30 = IK 11.1.42. See May 1973, 52, with Zos. 4.13.1 on the date. For analy- 
sis, see esp. Heberdey 1906; Chastagnol 1986; cf. Foss 1979, 25. On civic estates more broadly, 
see A. H. M. Jones 1964, 732-73; Liebeschuetz 1972, 149-61. 

199. See app. D. 

200. These figures seem somewhat low given that the Syrian city of Cyrrhus alone controlled 
10,000 tuga of imperial land; cf. A. H. M. Jones 1964, 416. 

201. Cf. CTh 11.1.9 (a. 365), which describes the same sort of experimentation followed 
by empire-wide implementation. Corcoran 1996 also argues that a more active approach to leg- 
islation was typical of the later empire. 
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publicorum). This law is first seen being implemented in two western issues 
of 374 but is only defined in detail in a law of Honorius from 395, which at- 
tributes it to Valentinian.?? The Ephesus decree makes it clear, however, that 
already in 371 Valens was perfecting this new system in the east, which he 
must then have passed on to his brother for implementation in the west. 

Another interesting feature of the Ephesus rescript is that it orders Eu- 
tropius to produce lists (breves) cataloging all civic properties, their holders, 
the nature of their possession, their annual rents, and the quality of their 
land.?® The order is striking given that lists seem more generally to have 
been a hallmark of the Pannonian emperors. By the time he moved to Asia, 
Eutropius had already produced a catalog of history (breviarium) for Valens, 
and soon Festus was ordered to do the same.?" The author of the De rebus 
bellicis also understood that he had to lay out his list of engineering and eco- 
nomic proposals in brief (brevius) to please Valens." In a law of 365, 
Valentinian ordered the vicar of Africa to produce annual lists (breves) of 
those with property in Africa who lived in Rome.? In 369, Valentinian laid 
out procedures for appropriating proscribed property that ordered officials 
of the governor's office to produce a list of all items on the estates, which 
could then be checked by an official of the res privata.?" In $71, Valens or- 
dered lists (breves) of eastern grain shippers to be drawn up in duplicate.?0® 
In an inscription from Apulia, Valentinian ordered local civic officials to pro- 
duce monthly lists (mestruifs} breves) of tribute collected, and another of 
Valentinian's laws ordered all students in Rome to be enrolled on lists (breves) 
to be sent to the emperor annually.?? In 374, the urban prefect Tarracius 
Bassus produced lists of regular cheaters on the grain dole, which still sur- 
vive in several fragments from inscriptions in Rome.?!? Finally, a passage of 
John Lydus indicates that it was Valens who first instituted the record 
archives of the instrumentarius—located under the arcades of the Constan- 
tinopolitan hippodrome —which kept lists of documents associated with the 
law courts.?!! Both emperors were thus obsessed with keeping lists of infor- 


202. CTh 4.13.7, 15.1.18 (a. 374), 15.1.33 (a. 395); cf. 15.1.32. 

203. AE 1906, 30 = IK 11.1.42 l. 23. 

204. See pp. 185-96. 

205. DRB 5.2. 

206. CTh 11.1.19. 

207. CTh 9.42.7 = CJ 9.49.7; CTh 10.9.1 = C] 10.10.93. 

208. CTh 13.5.14. 

209. Giardina and Grelle 1983 = AE 1984, 250 and CTh 14.9.1. See also CTh 8.5.18 and 
9.21.8 for breves. A glance at the Heidelberg index to the Codex Theodosianus reveals that breves 
only became a fashionable administrative tool after the Valentiniani. 

210. CIL6.31893-99; cf. CTh 14.17.5 (a. 369). 

211. Joh. Lyd. De mag. 3.19. 
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mation, a trait they no doubt developed as estate managers. This obsession 
must have proved extremely useful in mapping financial transactions and 
extirpating corruption. 

Such records would have been necessary in implementng the sophisticated 
new methods of tribute collection adopted by both emperors. Already in the 
first two years of their reign, Valentinian and Valens undertook a major over- 
haulofthe entire system for paying tribute. As noted, the vast majority of taxes 
paid in the later empire were consigned in kind. The system was administered 
under the office of the praetorian prefect, who controlled the collection of 
these goods and their distribution as rations (annonae) for men and fodder 
(capitus) for horses.?!? Prior to Valentinian's and Valens's reigns, initial col- 
lections had been the responsibility of curial appointees called susceptores. These 
consigned their supplies, particularly grain, to local storehouses (horrea), which 
were administered by praepositi, again drawn from the curials. This grain could 
then be requisitioned and distributed to soldiers and officials by officers called 
actuarii, a group notorious for fraud.?!° The system was awkward and some- 
thing of a holdover from the inflationary period of the third century, when 
taxes had to be collected in kind because the coinage was too debased to be 
trusted. Even Valentinian and Valens understood that the system was cum- 
bersome and thus encouraged the gradual process of commuting tributes 
to money equivalents (adaeratio).?!* But the old system could not be changed 
overnight, and neither did Valens and Valentinian ever seriously consider a 
complete conversion to adaeratio. Here as elsewhere, their focus was narrower 
and aimed more at the microeconomic than the macroeconomic level. 

Even in the first months of their reign, Valentinian and Valens reworked 
the old tribute system. Although they kept the system in place, they imple- 
mented a top-to-bottom overhaul in an effort to make things run more 
smoothly.” In 364, they relieved curials of responsibility for collecting trib- 
ute as susceptores and turned over that function to members ofthe office staffs 
of the governors—apparently because these could more easily be punished 
for fraud.?!° In the same year, they instituted the practice of allowing provin- 
cials to pay their taxes in three yearly installments, a measure of benefit both 
to the taxpayer—who could spread out payments to coincide with the two- 
harvest crop cycle in the Mediterranean—and the state —which could avoid 


212. On the system, see A. H. M. Jones 1964, 456—57, 626-30, 727-28; cf. Bagnall 1993, 
1593-60. 

213. On the fraud of actuarii, see Aur. Vict. Caes. 33.13; cf. Vogler 1979, 277-80. 

214. E.g., CTh 7.4.14 (a. 365). Mazzarino 1951, 193-98, has made too much of the prob- 
lem of adaeratio in my estimation. 

215. Them. Or. 8.1152, 118c-d praises the measures laid out. 

216. CTh 12.6.7; cf. Giardina and Grelle 1983, 272-76. 
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overburdening its transport system with huge influxes of grain.?!7 This same 
year also saw the beginnings of efforts to restore the state horrea for the stor- 
age of grain.?!® Here again, efficiency was improved by limiting spoilage. Fi- 
nally, 364 saw orders that actuarii produce requisition orders (pittacia) either 
daily or every two days before any supplies could be paid to them out of the 
horrea.?? This prevented them from fraudulently requisitioning more than 
was necessary and keeping the surplus. The totality of these measures was 
clearly designed to improve the previous system by eliminating corruption 
and improving efficiency. 

Nevertheless, the new order began to spring leaks almost immediately, and 
only some parts of it survived for any length of time. The weakest link in the 
process was the requirement that susceptores be drawn from praesidial officiales. 
Tax collection had been the least welcome job of the curials, and it was no 
easier to persuade officiales to take on the burden. Immediately, the emper- 
ors began having to clarify that no military officer or palatine official could 
be forced into tribute collection, but only members of the governors’ staffs.220 
Already in 365, Valentinian chose not to try to implement the new system in 
Africa, and in the same year, Valens had to abandon it in Cilicia for lack of 
enough qualified officiales to do the job.??! By the 390s, the praesidial suscep- 
tores had been dropped altogether? The arrangement for payments in 
quadrimenstrual installments, by contrast, proved more durable, lasting well 
into the fifth century.?? The order to restore horrea also must have been 
beneficial over the long term. As to the pittacia, we know that Valens was still 
using them in 377, but beyond this we cannot say.??* They were certainly a 
clever idea and very much in keeping with the brother emperors' obsession 
with recordkeeping, but given the complication of issuing daily requisition 
orders, they are unlikely to have survived the Pannonians by much. 

Some of the intention behind this new system can be seen in a marvelous 
inscription from Canusium in southeastern Italy. The inscription was ap- 
parently one of many put up in provincial capitals on orders from the prae- 


217. If we can assume that the law from which CTh 11.19.3 (Sept. 12, 364) was drawn ap- 
plied to all collatores and not just emphyteuticarii. C£. CTh 11.7.11 (a. 365), 5.15.20 (a. 366), 11.1.15 
(a. 366), 12.6.15 (a. 369); Gaudemet 1978. 

218. CJ 10.26.2 (Aug. 25, 364); cf. CTh 15.1.17 (a. 365) and CIL 8.7975 = ILS 5910. To 
eliminate some of the strain on storage space, Valentinian and Valens also ordered provincials 
near military castra to consign their tribute directly to these; see CTh 11.1.11 = CJ 10.16.6 (a. 
365); CTh 7.4.15 = CJ 12.37.4 (a. 369); cf. CTh 7.4.23 = CJ 12.37.8 (a. 396). 

219. CTh 7.4.11, 13 (late 364); cf. 7.4.16 = CJ 12.37.5 (a. 368). 

220. CTh12.10.1 = C/12.52.2 (Nov. 18, 364); CTh 8.7.8 = CJ 12.52.1 (a. 365); CTh 12.6.6 
(a. 365). See also CTh 1.16.5, with Pergami 1993, 203-4, on the date. 

221. CTh 12.6.5, 9. 

222. See Giardina and Grelle 1983, 300-301. 

229. See Giardina and Grelle 1983, 280. 

224. CTh 7.4.17 = CJ 12.3.6. 
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torian prefect. It recorded a decree requiring curial chiefs (praepositi pago- 
rum) and curial overseers of local storehouses (curatores horrearum) to pre- 
pare monthly lists recording "how much and in what material each person 
paid on each day and what was taken from each in debts" and to turn these 
over to the provincial governor.??? The governor was then to travel through- 
out the province and consult with individual taxpayers in order to confirm 
that the reported sums were correct and to ensure that taxpayers were not 
hiding anything. This was quintessential Valentinian and Valens: a sophisti- 
cated recordkeeping system with builtin checks and balances designed to 
protect taxpayers from greedy susceptores while simultaneously monitoring 
their attempts to cheat. Not surprisingly, pieces of the system are also attested 
elsewhere. A Theodosian Code entry from 369 seems to be part of the same 
original law ordering governors to make the rounds to all villages and villae 
in order to ensure that taxes were not collected with force or avarice (inso- 
lenter aut cupide).2?° Another law of 372 orders vicars to police governors in 
their dioceses and make sure they were restraining the fraud of their tax re- 
ceivers and accountants.??? Moreover, the elements necessary for this system 
show up already in a law of 365 subjecting praesidial fiscal accountants (tab- 
ularii) to torture for failing to report due and delinquent tribute regularly,??? 
and another of 375 ordering that receipts (apochae) be issued when tribute 
was consigned to local Aorrea.??? One such receipt survives in a papyrus from 
Oxyrhynchus from April of 374.” Here again, recordkeeping and strict over- 
sight were used to eliminate fraud and protect the interests of taxpayers and 
the state. 

Perhaps the most significant economic measure undertaken by Valentin- 
ian and Valens was a major reform of the coinage implemented between 366 
and 371. We have already seen that the anonymous De rebus bellicis lamented 
the debasement of the gold solidus and the ill effects this had on commerce: 
because the coin was widely known to be debased, it was not accepted at the 
value of its weight in bullion but was the subject of market speculation. De re- 
bus bellicis recommended that Valens solve the problem by removing all mon- 
eyers to an island in order that they be “cut off from association with the 
neighboring land, so that freedom of intercourse, which lends itself to fraud- 


225. Giardina and Grelle 1983 = AE 1984, no. 250, esp. Il. 9-10: “quantum et in qua specie 
diebus singulis singuli quiq(ue) dissolverint quidve ab unoquoq(ue) trahatur in reliquis." 

226. CTh1.16.11 (Apr. 1, 369); cf. Giardina and Grelle 1983, 286-88. Basil Ep. 86-87 may 
show the system in action in Cappadocia. 

227. CTh 1.15.6 (Feb. 27, 372). 

228. CTh8.1.9 = CJ 12.49.2; cf. CTh 8.1.11 = CJ 12.49.3. 

229. CTh 12.6.16 = CJ 10.72.6 (Apr. 9, 375); cf. CTh 5.15.20 = CJ 11.65.4 (May 19, 366) 
ordering rationales to give receipts to empytheuticarii. 

230. P Turner 45. See also CTh 14.15.2 = CJ 11.23.1 ordering nautici to use receipts to track 
their grain shipments, and see P Oxy 3395 (a. 371) for such a receipt. 
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ulent practices, may not mar the integrity of a public service."??! The author 
apparently believed that the moneyers colluded with privati or fellow officials 
to mix gold bullion with base metal so that extra solidi (always weighing one- 
seventy-second of a pound) could be produced from the extra metal.?? This 
was precisely the sort of problem that Valentinian and Valens attacked, and 
in a fashion not unlike that proposed by De rebus bellicis. 

Their first extant law on the question dates from November 10, 366, al- 
though it indicates that it is merely repeating an earlier order. Here Valen- 
tinian commanded his praetorian prefect Rufinus to insist that solidi col- 
lected in payment of taxes be melted into a mass of pure gold (in massam 
obryzae) so that *every avenue of fraud shall be barred for the representatives 
of the largesses [largitionales], the official escorts [prosecutores] and the tax- 
gatherers / allectores].”2°> The same order also survives in two laws issued in 
January and August of 367.?** The object of this measure was to eliminate 
the possibility of officials substituting debased coins for pure in large caches 
of tax money. Because, as the January 367 law states, “a pound of gold shall 
be credited for seventy-two solidi," any dross skimmed off in the process of 
reducing the gold to bullion would do the peculating tax-gatherer no good: 
tax payments were now evaluated based on their weight in gold bullion, not 
the number of coins consigned. Not surprisingly, at precisely this period we 
begin to get large numbers of gold bars in the archaeological record.?? More- 
over, beginning in 368, we also begin to see the symbol o5 for obryzum (the 
word from the laws for *pure gold") appearing with the mint mark on gold 
solidi.” The order to melt down and thereby purify tax payments was thus 
in no way ignored. This empirewide order met with empirewide results. 

This first measure was certainly sufficient to eliminate the introduction 
of debased coins by tax gatherers, but the problem of fraud on the part of 
moneyers remained. Here, no laws of Valentinian and Valens survive, but we 
still have sufficient evidence to prove that major changes were made. A law 
of Arcadius's issued to the eastern comes sacrarum largitionum, who ran the 
mints, indicates Valens had essentially laid out the infrastructure for that 
office in a major constitution.?*” A separate law of 384 actually catalogs that 


231. DRB 3.1—3, esp. 2: “a societate videlicet in perpetuum contiguae terrae prohibiti, ne 
commixtionis licentia fraudibus oportuna integritatem publicae utilitatis obfuscet." For mar- 
ket speculation in coin, see Hendy 1985, 291-94. 

232. Lib. Or. 18.138 describes the same process; cf. Hendy 1985, 320-24. 

233. CTh 12.6.12. For this coinage reform, see Harl 1996, 159-61. 

234. CTh 12.6.13 = CJ 10.72.5; CTh 12.7.3. 

235. See Overbeck and Overbeck 1985, with bibliography. 

236. RIC9.15-18, 177, 216-7, 275—79. Perhaps the reform was designed to coincide with 
the quinquennalia of February 25, 368. Papyri also begin insisting on payments in coin marked 
6uBputns (P Lips. 61 ll. 10-12, 62 Il. I.8, 20, 29, II.6, 12, 22, 27). 
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infrastructure, apparently as Valens—and Valentinian—had organized it, in- 
cluding the various subdivisions of the comitatensian mint.??? Imperial mon- 
eyers had, since the reign of Diocletian, worked in approximately fourteen 
mints scattered across the empire, approximately one per diocese. Most of 
these had minted in all three metals— gold, silver, and bronze—at various 
times down to the 360s. Under Constantine, though, a separate group of 
minters came to follow the imperial train, the so-called comitatensian mint. 
These comitatensian moneyers tended to issue only precious metal coins and 
seem to have worked out of the mint facilities closest to the imperial comi- 
latus at a given time.?? M.F. Hendy has shown that under Valentinian and 
Valens, this comitatensian mint was exclusively charged with the production 
of all gold and silver coinage.?*? The emperors thus “isolated” the moneyers 
in gold and silver in their immediate train, much as De rebus bellicis had rec- 
ommended confining them to an island.?!! 

Not surprisingly, a recent metrological study has demonstrated that these 
measures were highly effective in improving the purity of the gold coinage: 
prior to the OB coins of 367, the average solidus contained about 4.0-6.0 
percent silver and 0.25 percent copper; beginning with the OB coins, the av- 
erage solidus contained only 0.5-0.7 percent silver and 0.025 percent cop- 
per, a go percent reduction in impurities.?? Although we have no laws con- 
cerning silver coinage, Valentinian's silver issues also acquired a new mark 
around 367, Ps or P for pusullatus (purified).?? We thus might assume that 
similar regimens were applied to the collection, melting, and production of 
silver coin. Here again, metrology confirms a 75 percent drop in the amount 
of copper in the silver coinage after 367.744 The Pannonian emperors thus 
dealt with the problem of currency debasement identified by the author of 
De rebus bellicis in a fashion not unlike the latter's recommendations. Tax 
monies were quickly reduced to bullion bars to avoid the surreptitious sub- 
stitution of bad coins and were then reminted by minters confined to the 
emperor's train. The net result was a drastic increase in the purity ofthe pre- 
cious metal coinage. 

Curiously enough, at the same time that Valentinian and Valens were re- 
fining the silver and gold coinage, they were also debasing the empire's cop- 
per coin. When they came to power, only two copper coins were commonly 
minted, the heavier Aes 1, which was 2.0 percent silver, and the lighter Aes 
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3, which was 0.3 percent silver. After 365, Valentinian and Valens ceased to 
produce the heavier coin and debased the lighter to 0.2 percent silver.?*? A 
law of 371 ordered the recall of the heavier billon coin and simultaneously 
threatened *melters of shaped bronze and counterfeiters of money" with cap- 
ital punishment.?* The emperors seem to have been trying to close a loop- 
hole for any who still tried to extract silver from the billon coinage or to re- 
melt billon into the gold and silver. Indeed, a related law of 369 ordered 
punishment for those who brought their money to the public mint for re- 
coining. Once again, the emperors were attacking the sort of collusion be- 
tween mint workers and private citizens decried in De rebus bellicis." The two 
were thus obsessed with the problem of counterfeiting, whether by fraudu- 
lent officials or collusive citizens. Here again, their instincts as former estate 
managers seem to have been at play, since their actions represented a net 
benefit to taxpayers. Economic exchange runs smoothest in an environment 
of monetary stability. 

Unfortunately, by focusing on the benefits to taxpayers, the emperors were 
not necessarily benefiting themselves. What they had done was to create an 
unusually level playing field for economic exchange: all three coinages were 
essentially minted as pure bullion, such that their valuation could be fixed to 
the market rates for gold, silver, and copper. This certainly would have 
helped the empire's subjects, especially those rich enough to use gold and 
silver.?? For imperial finances, though, debasements were not necessarily a 
bad thing: small debasements actually increased the money supply available 
to the emperor without creating serious inflation.?? In closing the gap be- 
tween the real and the market value of their coinage, Valentinian and Valens 
cost themselves a measure of revenue. By removing the 4 percent impurity 
content of their precious metal coins, they removed 4 percent of their pre- 
cious metal supply, and thus 4 percent of their money supply. This was a huge 
drop for a painfully slow-growing economy. It was also a drop with repercus- 
sions for years to come, because the emperors were forced to mint 4 percent 
fewer gold and silver coins from any new bullion supplies in all future issues. 
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Their understanding of economics was simply not sophisticated enough 
to recognize the ultimate effects of their actions. As with the author of the 
De rebus bellicis, they knew that fraud could be eliminated and free exchange 
facilitated by the purification of the coinage. They did not realize, however, 
that by curbing the money supply, they would create an overall deflationary 
effect on state spending power. Their 25 percent cut in tribute likewise cer- 
tainly benefited the average taxpayer but had a negative impact on imper- 
ial finances. For this reason, it was abandoned by Valentinian, although re- 
tained by Valens. As a farmer, Valens seems to have stood solidly by the maxim, 
purveyed in De rebus bellicis and Themistius, that “the less the king exacts, the 
more he bestows"—in other words, that tax revenue could be increased by 
beneficence to the taxpayer.” The end results were wonderful for the em- 
pire's subjects but disastrous for the empire. 

To overcome this loss in state revenue, the emperors had to resort to other 
means of assembling money. This they did through three measures, only one 
of which was sustainable over the long term: intensified mining, confisca- 
tions, and the sale of imperial estates. The surest way for an ancient gov- 
ernment to increase the money supply was to increase the metal supply.??! 
In thelate Roman world, this could be effected through any number of mines 
scattered across the empire but particularly in Spain, Gaul, and the Balkans. 
Some of the mines were privately owned and others were in the hands of 
the government. From the private mines, the government collected a fixed 
quota of minerals per miner per year; from the government mines, a per- 
centage of product.?? In either case, miners and their children were hered- 
itarily bound to carry on their profession. Valentinian and Valens recognized 
the importance of this money source already in 365, when they issued a law 
calling for volunteers to take up mining at a quota of only eight scruples of 
gold dust per miner per year and offering to buy any other gold the miners 
produced.?5* 

Shortly after the coinage reform, however, such gentle encouragement 
gave way to downright coercion. A law of 369 issued stiff fines for any ship 
captain who illegally transported mine workers to Sardinia as refugees. The 
same law was repeated in 378.74 In 370, Valens issued a law authorizing 
posses to seek out fugitive miners, and in 373 Valentinian joined in the hunt 
for escaped Thracian miners, who had made their way as far west as Illyri- 
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cum.?5 Thrace was indeed the treasure-house of the eastern empire, and 
Themistius implies that Valens's was driving his miners and quarriers there 
quite hard in 373.79? Valens's pressures on this province eventually became 
so great that, when the Goths revolted in the region in 377, they were quickly 
joined by “numerous gold miners who had been unable to bear the heavy 
burdens of taxes.”??” Nor did Valens let up on miners in other regions dur- 
ing the latter part of his reign. A letter of Basil's from 972 asks for relief from 
the exorbitant taxes on iron miners in Cappadocia, and in 373, Valens be- 
gan regularly condemning dissident Christians to work in the copper mines 
of Egypt.?°® Valens was thus driving mineral producers to the breaking point. 
Meanwhile, he not only tried to increase the inflow of bullion into the mar- 
ket but also to staunch its outflow from the empire with a 374 law threaten- 
ing torture to any who exported gold into barbaricum.?? Indeed, yet another 
metrological study has shown that Valens was in part motivated to defend Ro- 
man interests in Armenia because he had discovered new gold reserves in 
the region, which he desperately needed to boost his money supply.” It seems 
then that his tribute reduction and coinage reform in the 360s were taking 
their toll by the 370s. He had become desperate to assemble money without 
going back on his principles of “good economics," namely, tax cuts and 
coinage refinements like those recommended in De rebus bellicis. 

Perhaps the least savory revenue-generation exercise undertaken by the 
Pannonian emperors was the confiscation of property from condemned 
"criminals." Surprising as it is to moderns, the confiscation of private prop- 
erty actually constituted a significant, if highly unpopular, source of imper- 
ial revenue throughout antiquity.??! Valentinian and Valens were no doubt 
well aware of this, having experienced the loss of their father's estate to the 
res privata. Despite this experience, however, they seem not to have shied away 
from confiscations in their pursuit of cash. For this reason, both are accused 
of avarice, a fault that the Epitome de Caesaribus calls Valentinian's worst vice 
and that Ammianus attributes to Valens in his obituary.?? This assessment 
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of the emperors started to be officially expressed almost immediately after 
their reigns. Already in 382, Jerome claimed that Valentinian was commonly 
accused of cruelty and greed, and in the same year, Gregory of Nazianzus 
called Valens “the most gold-loving and Christ-hating emperor.” Given their 
efforts to relieve taxpayers, it seems odd that the sources should come down 
so hard on the emperors for avarice. In the eyes of the ancients, though, this 
assessment was justified by their ruthless appropriation of wealth during their 
treason and magic trials. Judicial condemnations had certainly helped Valen- 
tinian and Valens to fill their coffers during the financial difficulties at the 
beginning of their reign,?9* and they seem to have kept these gains in mind 
when they undertook to root out magic in Rome and Antioch beginning in 
369.79 In his account of both sets of magic trials, Ammianus emphasizes again 
and again that Valentinian, Valens, and their ministers focused on wealthy 
victims, hoping that their criminal charges would reap rich rewards. Al- 
ready in 376, Symmachus implied the same motivation behind the Rome 
trials, and Zosimus as well as his source Eunapius baldly state that Valens’s 
Antioch trials had money as their primary object.??" To be sure, such charges 
constituted a stereotyped accusation against any emperor who pursued 
confiscations, but their pervasiveness in Valens's and Valentinian's cases lends 
them some credence. It was hardly unthinkable that two cash-strapped em- 
perors would regard revenue generation as at least a secondary benefit of 
the widespread inquisitions they undertook. 

Ultimately, however, even these measures did not suffice to prop up im- 
perial finances when Valens's empire began to fall apart after 375. Because 
Valens had been struggling to recoup his deficits for years, he had little choice 
but to begin selling imperial estates when confronted with barbarian prob- 
lems in Thrace, Isauria, Armenia, and Arabia from 375 to 378. The ancient 
economy of empire provided no adequate means for the government to meet 
extraordinary expenses on credit.?® [f crises arose, assets sometimes had to 
be sold to generate revenues. Valens's epitomator Eutropius had pointed this 
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out when he noted that Marcus Aurelius had had to auction off imperial trea- 
sures to meet the expenses of his Marcomannic wars. Eutropius was quick 
to note that Marcus later recouped the goods by offering their purchase price 
to buyers, a happy ending to a sorry affair.” Valens might also have hoped 
for a similarly felicitous outcome when he decided to begin selling off im- 
perial estates at rock-bottom prices at the end of his reign. This we learn from 
a fragment of the sixth-century chronicler Hesychius who reports: 


The emperor Valens sold off nearly all the imperial estates when he was sorely 
strapped for money because of the barbarians. Whoever was able to buy be- 
came the owner of these for a very low price, since they reduced the true in- 
come of these with the favor and release of government administrators. And 
some, where absolutely no tribute would be imposed, bought the estates for 
a slightly higher price, which form of possession the Romans call relevatum. 
Others. . . .?70 


Unfortunately, the fragment breaks off, but we can assume it would report 
that others paid less for imperial estates with the proviso that their new prop- 
erties would be subject to tribute. At any rate, the government was liquidat- 
ing its own revenue-producing lands in an effort to meet mounting expenses 
on what had already been inadequate revenues. The cuts in tribute and in 
the money supply, for all that they may have improved efficiency in tax col- 
lection, rendered the emperor incapable of generating sufficient money to 
keep the ship of state afloat. 

We have thus seen that Valentinian and particularly Valens were quite inge- 
nious economic administrators. They were able to reorganize revenues from 
civic estates, to overhaul the collection of tribute, and to reengineer the col- 
lection of money taxes and the production of coin. These measures certainly 
improved the economic situation for many businessmen and taxpayers— 
particularly the richest ones—and probably improved government efficiency. 
And Valens went further, cutting tribute rates by at least one-quarter, which 
also helped taxpayers at every level of the economic scale. In designing and 
implementing these measures, Valens had been acting on his instincts as a 
former farm manager. He was excellent with the microeconomics of the 
household and performed admirably in meeting the needs of householders 
throughout his realm. Unfortunately, however, these benefits to the citizenry 
proved to be a net loss for the government. The loss in tax revenues brought 
on by the reduction in tribute and the reduction in the money supply caused 
by the coinage reform cost both emperors—and especially Valens—dearly. 
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Because of this, both were forced to generate revenues elsewhere, from min- 
ing, confiscations, and, in Valens's case, the sale of imperial estates. Valens's 
microeconomic savvy, although it helped taxpayers, brought his empire to 
the brink of macroeconomic collapse. 


RECRUITING LAWS AND MILITARY MANPOWER 


Administrative and military concerns come together in the realm of man- 
power. An emperor's need to fill the ranks of his army imposed demands on 
the labor and finances of his subjects in the most fundamental way. Thus be- 
fore leaving the subject of Valentinian's and Valens's administrative policies 
for more strictly military concerns in the final chapter, it is important to look 
at the constraints placed on both emperors, and particularly Valens, by the 
difficulües of recruiting soldiers. We shall see here that in many ways this 
concern more than any other set the stage for the series of events that even- 
tually led to Valens's demise at Adrianople. 

Ammianus tells us that Valentinian and Valens divided the army between 
themselves at Naissus in 364.2”! Most of the troops they were working with 
would have been the survivors of the expeditionary force Julian had led into 
Persia the previous summer. These constituted the bulk of available mobile 
units who were not otherwise committed to regional field commanders at 
the time. Ammianus states explicitly how this division affected the top ranks: 
those generals who had been in the east before 361 remained with Valens 
in the east; those who had come from the west with Julian returned there 
with Valentinian. What happened to the rank and file is less certain, since 
no surviving source describes explicitly how these infantry and cavalrymen 
were split. Nevertheless, using clues from Ammianus, epigraphy, and, above 
all the Notitia dignitatum, it is possible to set out in some detail what proba- 
bly occurred. 

The forces Valentinian and Valens divided consisted almost exclusively of 
the small mobile units that had come to characterize the Roman army in the 
west since the early years of Constantine's reign. These units (we do not know 
their generic name) were made up on average of 1,000 men each,?” often 
drawn from barbarian recruits. They were given colorful names, distinct from 
the legions of the high empire, and formed into pairs, which generally op- 
erated in unison, as for example the Cornuti et Bracchiati. Ultimately, they 
represented a full-fledged extension of the emperor's personal bodyguard 
(comitatus), which had developed from a corps of elite soldiers into a mas- 
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sive mobile field army (comitatenses)?"? Because Constantine had initially built 
his comitatensian forces while in the west, and because Roman and espe- 
cially barbarian recruits were always easier to enlist there, the east lagged be- 
hind in the development of comitatenses. From the 330s until the 360s, Con- 
stantius had struggled to remedy this situation by transferring a number of 
mobile units from the Danube and Rhine to his eastern theater of opera- 
tions.2”4 Indeed, while Julian was Caesar on the Rhine in 360, Constantius 
made demands that four of his best comitatensian units be transferred east 
and that a levy of 100 men from each of his remaining units be sent as well.?” 

The demand caused such agitation in the ranks of Julian's army that it 
helped precipitate his elevation to Augustus and eventual march against 
Constantius in 361. When Constantius died later that year, Julian was able 
to unite the western mobile army he had brought with him with the comi- 
tatenses formerly under Constantius in the east. By joining these two impe- 
rial field armies, Julian amassed an expeditionary force of about 65,000 men 
for his Persian invasion in 363. Of these, he left 15,000 in Mesopotamia 
and marched the remainder down the Euphrates.?”® After they failed in their 
bid to overwhelm the army of Shapur and eventually lost their emperor, 
these expeditionary forces made their way back to Antioch at the end of 
the summer, having lost about 15,000 men.? The remaining 50,000 even- 
tually fell to Valentinian and Valens, and it was these that the emperors di- 
vided in 364. 

Both Roger Tomlin and Dietrich Hoffmann determined the outlines of 
this division based on a careful reading of epigraphic material and the No- 
titia dignitatum. They showed that units that appear in the Notitia with the 
epithet Seniores tend to cluster in the western empire, and that homonymous 
units with the corresponding tag Juniores are generally eastern. It seems that 
at Naissus, Valentinian, and Valens split a number of paired units into east- 
ern and western homonyms, which they then distinguished as Seniores—for 
the units that followed the senior Augustus—and /uniores—for those that 
followed his junior colleague.?? Thus Ammianus can report that the Divi- 
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tenses et Tungrecani Seniores were on the Rhine under Valentinian in 365, 
while the Divitenses et Tugrecani Iuniores were in Thrace under Valens that 
same year.?”9 Furthermore, Hoffmann was able to demonstrate that the num- 
ber of units divided and correspondingly labeled in 364 was indeed about 
fifty—that is, about equal to the surviving units from the Persian expedition— 
and that these were primarily barbarian auxiliaries of the sort the east so des- 
perately needed.?* Thus, the 364 division represented an equalization be- 
tween the western mobile army and its eastern counterpart.?®! 

This is not to say that either Valens or Valentinian enjoyed abundant mil- 
itary manpower during their reigns. Indeed, both faced gaps in their troop 
strength even before they divided Julian’s forces. Already in the spring of 
364, when the two emperors were still moving together in tandem, they had 
issued a general edict reasserting the legal obligation of veterans’ sons to en- 
list for military service, an obligation in place since Diocletian.**? Their di- 
vision of forces at Naissus only exacerbated the problem by leaving each em- 
peror fifty units with only hal-complements. Thus, in late 364, Valens had 
to issue another law aimed at bolstering enlistment among veterans’ sons.?®? 
Again in early 365, a recruitment order directed specifically at the sons of 
veterans was posted in Palestine, near Antioch, where Valens was soon hop- 
ing to arrive. It is not unreasonable to assume that both laws were promul- 
gated in anticipation of the military activities that Valens planned for the 
eastern frontier in the summer of 365.754 

Similar measures were taken as part of preparations for Valentinian's var- 
ious campaigns in the west. Valentinian issued an edict in March 365 against 
those who harbored deserters,?9? and two years later, he initiated a major re- 
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cruiting program in preparation for his own expedition against the Ala- 
manni, which he planned for 367.” What must have been a much longer 
law from early April 367 survives in two fragments, one lowering height stan- 
dards for recruits and a second forbidding exemption for men who had am- 
putated their fingers to avoid service.??? Another law from February of the 
same year ordered those who evaded active service by becoming camp fol- 
lowers to be ferreted out and enrolled in the ranks.?®® 

Valens's next big recruitment drive once again coincided with ambitions 
to campaign, this time in 370. While he prepared his forces for his trek to the 
eastern frontier early that year, he issued a law clarifying the collection of re- 
cruitment tax from tenants on imperial estates.?9? After he reached the east 
later in the summer, he issued another order that further systematized re- 
cruitment procedures and offered generous tax incentives for enlistment: new 
recruits were immediately exempted from capitation taxes, and after five years, 
their wives were as well.?9? Such expensive measures demonstrate the difficul- 
ties Valens faced in filling the ranks of his army. Finally, yet another set of laws 
went out in the spring of 372, this time aimed at mustering recruits in Italy, 
probably in coordination with the elder Theodosius's planned campaigns 
against the African usurper Firmus that summer?! The timing of all these 
laws demonstrates that Valens and Valentinian always felt compelled to step 
up recruitment in anticipation of major military operations.??? 

Given his fervor for recruitment, it is not surprising that Valens enjoyed 
some success in filling his ranks. As noted, the division of 364 left both Valens 
and Valentinian with fifty units at only half strength. In the years that fol- 
lowed, Valens's recruiting work appears to have successfully filled these units 
back up to their full complements. Indeed, by 370, the army he led east was 
probably as large as it would ever be in the fourteen years of Valens's rule. 
In that year, Valens simultaneously sent twelve units (12,000 men) into Iberia 
under the comes Terentius, and a division that must have been equally large 
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into Armenia under Arinthaeus.2? In addition, Valens retained a consider- 
able praesental force and apparently a fourth mobile division as well. This 
we know from Themistius, who describes the military situation in 373: Valens 
himself remained in Mesopotamia, with a generalin Iberia and Albania, one 
in Armenia, and one in the Caucasus.” A similar situation prevailed in 377, 
when Ammianus tells us that Valens threatened to invade Persia *with three 
divisions."?5 Assuming that he intended to leave one division behind to guard 
his rear—as Julian had in 363— Valens must still have maintained a total of 
four divisions. If the four divisions reported by Themistius were initially equal 
in size to that led by Terentius in 370, the eastern comitatensian army would 
have amounted to about 48,000 men that year. This number coincides re- 
markably well with Hoffmann's calculation that Valentinian and Valens each 
received fifty split mobile units in 364.299 

Even if the number of Valens's divisions was fixed at four, Hoffmann 
shows that the eastern emperor was at some point forced to return one-third— 
sixteen—of the mobile units he had received in 364 to the west. Indeed, over 
one-third of the Iuniores units created in 364 were stationed in the west by 
395, and most of these appear to have been transferred while Valentinian 
was still alive. This probably occurred as part of the larger deescalation of 
eastern conflicts that followed Valens's truce with Shapur at the end of 371. 
After it became clear that Shapur's preoccupations with the Kushans ren- 
dered Valens's reoccupation of Armenia and Iberia secure, the eastern em- 
peror was able to return a huge number of units to his brother??? Here again, 


2993. AM 27.12.16. If we can trust BP 5.38, Shapur sent a similar number of cataphracts to 
Armenia in 378. 

294. Them. Or. 11.149b. Valens's divisions were not permanently garrisoned in the terri- 
tories they protected. AM 30.2.2—4 (cf. 30.2.7) implies that the Armenian and Iberian divisions 
returned to Roman territory each winter, perhaps to the legionary fortresses of Melitene and 
Satala. In the summers, the division that guarded Armenia apparently made its base at Bagawan 
(BP 5.32; cf. 5.4), and the Iberian division probably remained close to the river Cyrus. BP 5.34—35 
does indicate that Valens had plans to garrison Armenia more permanently. 

295. AM 30.2.6: “cum trinis agminibus"; see p. 184. 

296. On army size, see pp. 308-9. 

297. Based on the knowledge that Valentinian transferred a large division out of Illyricum 
for his major Alamannic assault in 368, Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 425-36, argues that he ordered 
Valens to send the units in 369. We know that most of the eastern units Valens sent remained 
under the control of the magister militum per Illyricum; thus the transfer does seem to have been 
designed to fill the gap left in the Illyrian army by Valentinian's transfer. Two of the units sent 
by Valens turn up in Africa, and Hoffmann suggests, plausibly, that they were transferred there 
with the comes Theodosius to quell the Firmus revolt in 372 or 373. This would provide a ter- 
minus ante quem for the transfer, although Hoffmann's terminus post quem seems to be in error. 
Hoffmann assumes that after Valens's Gothic victory in 369, the eastern army was freed from 
conflict until 373. He bases this assumption on a misdating of the battle of Bagawan to 373 in- 
stead of 371. A correct dating reveals that Valens's army was no more free in 369 than in pre- 
ceding years. A more likely date for the transfer would thus be 372—the first year of Theodo- 
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we have intimations of coordination and cooperation between the brother 
emperors. Even so, it was cooperation that cost Valens and the eastern army 
a sizeable chunk of military manpower. 

Valens's surrender of these mobile units to his brother is a further sign 
that, at least for the first few years after 371, Valens abandoned any plans to 
regain more of Mesopotamia. His new situation is clear from a passage in 
Themistius Or. 11 of 373. Themistius asks why Valens is waiting to carry out 
his resolve to ravage the Persians. The only thing holding him back, the or- 
ator concludes, is the need for careful preparation: "And because of this, 
just like a good hunter, he does not set out right away after the beast, but 
tracks it down here and there and sics the hounds on it and assembles fel- 
low hunters and sets the net stakes and the nets, so that he will not be ag- 
grieved in the hunt itself because of his hunting preparations. '"??? Although 
Valens had not abandoned the half-accomplished plans laid out in Festus 
and Eutropius to retake all ofupper Mesopotamia and its adjacent satrapies, 
the troop transfer after 371 deprived him of the resources he needed to com- 
plete them. Themistius's rhetoric glosses this enforced hesitation as careful 
preparation, but as time wore on, Valens's lack of adequate military man- 
power must have grated on the emperor. In 375, this same transfer would 
leave Valens ill-equipped to deal with the conflicts that began to erupt across 
the east when Shapur began agitating at the close of his Kushan war and 
Isauria broke into open revolt. Valens's need for soldiers in the field must 
then have become acute after 375. 

Indeed, this same need can be gauged by the next in the series of re- 
cruiting laws to survive from Valens's reign. From the summer of 375, we 
have the longest constitution on recruitment in the Theodosian Code 
(7.13.7), a law that claims to revolutionize the previous system. To under- 
stand how this was so, we must examine in more detail the procedures for 
recruitment in place when Valens came to power. Military recruits of Roman 
origin came from three main sources in the fourth century: the sons of vet- 
erans, volunteers, and new conscripts.??? We have already noted the laws of 
Valentinian and Valens designed to enforce enlistment by veterans' sons, laws 
whose very frequency and stringency confirm that, even among military fam- 
ilies, pressure had to be brought to bear. So, too, although volunteers en- 
listed regularly, their numbers were nowhere nearly sufficient to fill the ranks. 
For this reason, enforced conscription was a necessity and had been em- 


sius's campaign against Firmus—since, as we have seen, after the truce of 371, a de facto peace 
prevailed until 378; see pp. 175-76. 

298. Them. Or. 11.149a. 

299. On fourth-century recruitment, see A. H. M. Jones 1964, 614-19; Southern and Dixon 
1996, 67-75; Elton 1996b, 128-34; Nicasie 1998, 83-96. 
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ployed annually since the reign of Diocletian.?” The conscription system in- 
herited by Valens required estate holders or curiales to provide a fixed num- 
ber of men or a commutation of their value in gold, aurum tironicum, each 
year. Less wealthy individuals were not required to offer a recruit or his full 
value by themselves but were grouped into capitula, members of which took 
turns providing the recruit (protostasia) or jointly paid his commuted value. 
Attimes when the state had sufficient military manpower, it regularly ordered 
the capitula to pay only aurum tironicum rather than supplying men. Valens's 
reform of this system in 375 apparently consisted in eliminating exemptions 
to this rule and eradicating the tax gatherer's practice of collecting arbitrarily 
elevated sums from the capitula and skimming off the excess.*°! To remedy 
this, Valens mandated a universal price of thirty solidi per recruit for the au- 
rum lironicum, plus six more to pay for the recruit's clothing and supplies, a 
tax called the vestis militaris, which was always pegged to the aurum tironicum.?? 
Valens also attempted to entice new enlistees by extending an exemption 
from capitation taxes to their fathers and mothers, provided the recruits en- 
listed in comitatensian units.’ The law shows how high a price Valens was 
willing to pay to solicit enlistment in 375. 

We are fortunate to possess a number of sources from the period that fur- 
ther enhance our understanding of the challenge Valens faced. These 
confirm the expenses of recruiting new soldiers from among Roman citi- 
zens. CTh 7.13.7 itself indicates that when a recruit was demanded from a 
capitulum, the member who offered the recruit and not the state received 
from his fellow capitulari the remainder of his commuted value in gold. In 
cases of protostasia, then, the state derived no net monetary gain from the 
aurum tironicum. Moreover, a contemporary papyrus records that, when a vol- 
unteer enlisted, he was offered a bounty of thirty solidi. Given that six more 
solidi were awarded him to pay for clothing and supplies, volunteers also ate 
up their own value in aurum tironicum leaving no net gain for the state.??* In 
most instances where Romans were drawn on, then, the aurum tironicum was 
a drain on taxpayers that generated no surplus capital for other state ex- 


300. Early evidence for the system at CJ 10.42.8 (a. 293); P Oxy. 3261 (a. 324). The best 
analysis can be found at Carrié 1986, 464-65, 468-69, 478-79; 1989, 30-31, 39-44; 1993, 
121-30. 

301. DRB 4.5 indicates this was a concern under Valens. For fuller analysis of this law, see 
Giglio 1990, 87-90. 

302. On the vestis militaris, see Sheridan 1998. Carrié 1989, 30-31; 1993, 117-28, has shown 
that the aurum tironicum was linked with other military taxes (the vestis militaris, aurum primip- 
ili, and mularum fiscalium) as part of a comprehensive unit called the aurum comparaticium. 

303. See p. 310. For reluctance to join the comitatenses, see P Abinn. 19. 

304. Wilcken Chr. 1.466 = P London 3.985; cf. CTh 7.13.17, which offers an enlistment bonus 
of 10 solidi in A.D. 406. 
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penses. Further sources confirm, however, that even this enlistment bounty 
was not sufficient to eliminate the need for more coercive measures. They 
attest that recruits had to be tattooed—to inhibit desertion—and, as noted 
above, that many amputated a thumb in order to dodge service. ? At one 
point, Valentinian, who would brook no such evasion, ordered the latter to 
be burned alive,’ and a papyrus from Valens's reign shows equal zeal for 
the strict enforcement of recruiting laws. It records a request for the trans- 
port of recruits from Egypt to Antioch and orders that, if any escaped the 
detail, they had to be recaptured or replaced at the expense of the senders.?07 
Recruitment of new manpower from among provincials was thus a burden- 
some and expensive process. 

As with other matters of administration, Valens was concerned about this 
drain on his subjects, especially since it did him no good in relieving his 
deficits in other areas.?® Yet in times of military emergency, even the nor- 
mal burdens and expenses do not appear to have sufficed for Valens's needs. 
Thus in the summer of 371, when Valens undertook his showdown with Sha- 
pur that ended at the battle of Bagawan, he felt compelled to issue a su- 
perindiction on recruits and military clothing. Of this there is no explicit 
testimony in the sources, but the papyri give strong clues. We have several 
from the archive of Flavius Isidorus, the official charged with transferring 
the aurum tironicum and the closely related vestis militaris from Hermopolis 
to Valens's court in Syrian Hierapolis at the time. Two of these, both dated 
after 375, deal with a charge brought against Isidorus for the theft of 177 
solidi. The first reveals that he had been sent to Valens's court with 238 so- 
lidi in 373 but, upon arriving, learned that his city owed only 61.*? The re- 
mainder was handed back to him for return to Hermopolis, but he claimed 


305. On tattooing, see Veg. Mil. 2.5; CTh 10.22.4; cf. C.P. Jones 1987, 149. More on re- 
cruitment difficulties in the late empire at Liebescheutz 1990, 13-20; Bagnall 1993, 175-79; 
Lee 1998, 221-22. 

306. CTh 7.13.5 (Apr. 26, 368). Valentinian's was far and away the most stringent punish- 
ment for amputators; cf. CTh 7.13.10 (a. 381), 7.22.1 (a. 312); AM 15.12.93. 

307. Wilcken Chr. 1.469 = P Lips. inv. 281. Wilcken's dating of the papyrus to the 380s is 
too late. C. Valerius Eusebios, its addressee, is attested as comes Orientis under Valentinian; cf. 
ILS 8947 and Rémondon 1955, 27-29. See also Wilcken Chr. 1.467 = P Lips. 54 (a. 376), where 
the Hermopolites must pledge security for the man they assign to the orparoAoyia, and Greg. 
Nys. Encom. in XL martyres 2 (PG 46.784), which indicates that soldiers overseeing the otpa” 
ToÀoyía regularly engaged in shakedowns. 

308. As is reflected in the suggestions laid out by his adviser at DRB 5. Valens's concern 
with the burden of the aurum tironicum and the vestis militaris can also be seen in the rules that 
curial susceptores of the vestis militaris need serve no more than one year (CTh 7.6.1, 12.6.4) and 
that they could be excused if they had more burdensome duties (P Oxy. 2110). 

309. P Lips. 34, 35. 8 35 hasa different figure for the original total (138 instead of 238 so- 
lidi), probably a scribal error, like the misreporting of the name of the governor of the The- 
baid in line 14. 
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to have been robbed on his journey home. The Hermopolitans would only 
have entrusted Isidorus with so large a sum if they believed they owed it in 
recruitment taxes, and it would only have been returned if these taxes had 
been cut. The second papyrus confirms that they were: Isidorus paid only 
the 61 solidi because he had just "learned of the divine and humane law that 
had been promulgated at the time that only ten gold [solidi] needed to be 
paid for recruits."?!? It seems then, that, contrary to expectations, Valens cut 
the aurum tironicum and vestis militaris drastically between 372 and 373.?!! 

What precisely happened may be explained by yet another papyrus, which 
is probably—although not certainly— datable to 372. P. Oxy. 3424 indicates 
that Valens had issued a superindiction on a number of items—including 
the aurum tironicum and the vestis militaris—for the fifteenth and first in- 
diction years, 371/72 and 372/73.?? This surtax would have been instituted 
in the summer of 371, when Valens expected to be fighting Shapur for some 
time to come. It apparently stayed in force into early 372, when two letters 
of Basil's indicate that Caesarea had taken up a general collection to meet 
extraordinary demands for aurum tironicum and vestis militaris and was hav- 
ing trouble keeping its youths from entering the diaconate to avoid military 
service.?? In the same year, we have a cluster of papyri from the governor 
of the Thebaid ordering a roundup of all cephalaiotai (that is, capitulari ), 
apparently to pressure them for arrears.*!+ When instead of ongoing war, a 
truce was struck in late 371, the need for men and clothing suddenly dis- 
appeared, and Valens was thus able to remit the second year's superindic- 
tion. This explains Isidorus's pleasant surprise when he learned that the im- 
perial treasury was actually remitting three-fourths of the aurum tironicum he 
was carrying in 373. To seal the case, a passage of Themistius from March 
373 states directly that the emperor had indeed recently cut the aurum tiron- 


310. P Lips. 35 1. 7-8: rs Betas dudv Kat diravOpasrrov volulodleslias nl ryvlılkadra 
KatameudOyons Eodouevos [sic] mepi roô deliv Ó[é]ka novovs xpvoWwovs mapaexév rois] 
veoMé]k[ ]ow ...; cf. P Lips. 341. 8: xpeias un emvyovoms . 

311. Itis not entirely clear whether Isidorus was carrying money for the aurum tironicum 
or vestis militaris. Mitteis 1906, 173—75, is convinced it was the latter, but his reading is subjec- 
tive. In either case, it affects my argument little, since the two taxes rose and fell at the same 
rates. 

312. The editors date the first indiction mentioned at P Oxy. 3424 |. 5 to either 357 or 372. 
The latter seems preferable in light of the other evidence presented here for a shift in tax rates 
in precisely that year. 

313. Basil Ep. 88 shows that in early 372, Caesarea was struggling to meet its obligations to 
pay the mpayuarevrıröv xpvoiov (aurum comparaticium), the collective name for the combina- 
tion of aurum tironicum, vestis militaris and mularum fiscalium (see n. 302 above and Treucker 
1961, 32-33). Ep. 54, undatable, tells chorepiscopi to send lists of those who tried to dodge ser- 
vice via the diaconate. It forbids this for any beyond the first indiction, probably because the 
recruitment drive had been relaxed at that point. 

314. P Lips. 48-53, with Bagnall 1993, 65. 
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icum and vestis militaris.?'? In the military crisis of summer 371, then, Valens 
was only able to keep up with his need for military manpower by pressing 
the taxpayer with a superindiction. Once the crisis passed, he relaxed it. 

We have already seen that Valentinian's laws of 367 and 372 and Valens's 
of 365, 370—71, and 375 all correspond to periods when the emperors were 
gearing up for military operations. The last of these, CTh 7.13.7, issued in 
a year when Isauria broke into revolt and Persia began threatening, must 
have found Valens desperate for new blood. After 372, he had relaxed his 
recruitment efforts and surrendered up to one-third of his mobile units to 
his brother. Now just three years later, he was back in the emergency mar- 
ket for troops with CTh 7.13.7. Here again, papyri are available to confirm a 
steep increase in recruitment tax payments that year.?!? Jerome's notice that 
Valens began conscripting monks into the army in 375 drives home the fact 
that he had to scramble to fill the ranks.*!” Nor, as we have seen, did he have 
ready money to entice new volunteers with enlistment bounties.?!® He was 
desperate for gold by this time and must have been sorely vexed that the re- 
cruitment of Roman soldiers represented so massive an expense. 

Given the way the recruitment system was structured, though, it was pos- 
sible to make money and enlist recruits at the same time, provided these were 
not natives. Not surprisingly, the cheapest and indeed fastest mode for filling 
the ranks in the fourth century was to bypass the recruitment of Roman cit- 
izens altogether and turn instead to barbarians. Recent studies have rightly 
downplayed the formerly exaggerated reliance of the late Roman army on 
barbarian military manpower.?!? Even so, it cannot be denied that barbar- 
ians provided a cheap alternative to their provincial counterparts. For this 
reason, the majority of the new units constituted since Constantine were as- 
sembled, at least originally, from barbarians.?? When barbarians were en- 
rolled in the army, individual terms of enlistment were apparently negoti- 
ated so that enlistment bounties, clothing, and supply provisions could often 
be done away with or at least reduced. Likewise, because the capitula were 
bypassed, gold collected in aurum tironicum did not have to be returned to 


315. Or. 11.143c-1444a. 

316. P Flor. 95 shows a sharp jump in the receipts of aurum tironicum from Antinopolis be- 
tween 375 and 376 and P Lips. 61 (Nov. 11, 375) shows Hermpolis paying at what appears to 
be the new rate, 72 solidi—two recruits’ worth. The aurum tironicum was certainly not—pace 
Carrie 1986, 468-69, 478—79—permanently fixed at 30 solidi per recruit; CTA 7.13.13 (a. 397), 
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fering amounts from Hermopolis between 384 and 385. 

317. Jer. Chron. s.a. 375. See Lenski, “Isaac and Valens' Recruitment of Monks for Military 
Service" (forthcoming). 

318. On the expense of mustering armies in the east, see Jul. Or. 1.21c-d. 

319. Elton 1996b, 136-52; Nicasie 1998, 97-116. 

320. Shaw 1999, 133-4, 146. 
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citizens who provided a recruit through protostasia or to enlistees who vol- 
unteered. If favorable recruitment terms were negotiated with a barbarian 
group, the emperor could go on extracting the aurum tironicumfrom his sub- 
jects but could now divert the funds he raised to other expenses. 

Unfortunately for Valens, the process of enlisting barbarians had always 
been more difficult in the east than in the west. Along the Rhine frontier, 
the Alamanni and particularly the Franks had become quite accustomed to 
joining the Roman ranks for permanent service.??! That this disproportionate 
advantage of west over east continued under Valentinian and Valens is clear 
from the relative number of new units each was able to create: Valentinian 
posted between ten and fourteen new units over his eleven-year reign, while 
Valens created only between two and four over fourteen years of rule.??? 
Zosimus openly confirms that many of Valentinian's new troops had been 
actively recruited from trans-Rhenan barbarians.??* Ruling the east thus had 
its disadvantages when it came to recruiting this least expensive source of 
troops. This was certainly on Valens's mind when a large group of Goths came 
to the Danube petitioning for entry to Thrace in 376. Thus, when they agreed 
to supply military auxilia in exchange for land, Valens looked on their re- 
quest with very great interest indeed.??* 

Valens's inability to draft Gothic allied forces since his treaty in 369 was 
no small matter. With the conclusion of this treaty, Valens had apparently 
surrendered Rome's right to use native Gothic auxiliary forces in his expe- 
ditionary armies. Such forces were not, as with the Alamanni and Frankish 
recruits on the Rhine, permanent enlistees in Roman units, but were occa- 
sional participants in Roman expeditions, bound only by treaty to serve and 
paid only when they fulfilled the conditions of this occasional service. Since 
the third century, such Gothic auxiliaries had provided one of the few reli- 
able sources of barbarian military manpower for the eastern frontier. Two 
inscriptions in the Hauran indicate that, as early as Septimius Severus's east- 
ern campaign of 195-97, a unit of Gothic gentiles had been brought to Ara- 


321. Hoffmann 1969-70, 1:390-93; cf. Burns 1994, 112-47. 

322. Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 142-43, 165-68, 197-98 lists the 10-14 auxiliary units cre- 
ated by Valentinian. At 1: 169—70, 239-41, 502-3, Hoffmann notes that only two auxiliary units 
were definitely created by Valens: the Tertii Sagitarii Valentis and the Sagitarii Dominici (Not. 
dign. or. 5.56, 6.56). The first bears Valens's name and the second the name of Valens's wife, 
which Hoffmann did not recognize. Hoffmann tentatively suggests that Valens may also have 
created the Hiberi, Thraces, and Regii (Not. dign. or. 5.60, 6.60; cf. 6.49). The Hiberi were prob- 
ably the Sagitarii attested under the Iberian prince Bacurius in 378, AM 31.12.16. If so, their 
paired auxiliary unit of Thraces at Not. dign. 6.60 was probably also created by Valens. The Regii, 
however, were initiated under Constantine (Speidel 1996a, 163-67). 

323. Zos. 4.12.1; cf. AM 30.7.6 and Paschoud 2.2: 354 n. 126. For similar trans-limitanean 
recruiting, see AM 20.4.4. 

324. AM 31.4.1-4; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley); Soc. 4.34.3—4. 
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bia and charged with garrisoning a fortress.??? The Res gestae divi Saporis proves 
that the Goths supplied troops for Gordian III's expedition against Shapur I 
in 242,79 and Goths also served among the forces used by Galerius against 
Narses in 298.??" We have seen already what a crucial role Gothic auxiliaries 
played in the eastern expeditions undertaken in the years between 332 and 
363, and we know that in the years following Adrianople, the Gothic regulus 
Munderich came to serve as dux limitis per Arabiam."?? Valens’s loss of the right 
to employ Gothic auxiliaries after 369 must have seriously aggravated his re- 
cruitment problems when military troubles arose in 375. 

It is little wonder then that he and his ministers were eager to engineer 
a Gothic migration into Thrace in 376. As Ammianus reports: 


The affair caused more joy than fear; and experienced flatterers?? immoder- 
ately praised the good fortune of the prince, which unexpectedly brought him 
so many young recruits from the ends of the earth that by the union of his own 
and foreign forces, he would have an invincible army; also that instead of the 
levy of soldiers that was contributed annually by each province, there would 
accrue to the treasuries a vast amount of gold.?9? 


The Gothic migration offered Valens the perfect solution to his recruiting 
problems and helped relieve some of his economic woes into the bargain. 
Finally he would have a large body of Germans living within imperial ter- 
ritory whom he could draft into service to fill his ranks, and finally he would 
not have to compromise his tax base with expensive recruitment procedures. 
On the contrary, he could bypass civilian recruitment altogether and redi- 
rect the aurum tironicum to other expenses. We have some information that 
he did just that. Socrates and Sozomen report that, once he had arranged 
the Gothic migration, Valens began universally to commute provincial troop 
recruits into aurum lironicum in cash as a money-making exercise. If we can 
believe Socrates, he even raised the aurum tironicum as high as eighty solidi 
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per man.??! Further confirmation that Valens was now commuting recruit- 
ing taxes comes in a law of 377 that orders that the vestis militaris—normally 
consigned to the government only in kind (i.e., in clothing)—be commuted 
entirely to gold as well.? Ammianus was thus entirely correct in his as- 
sessment of Valens's intentions. The emperor saw in the Gothic migration 
the chance to build a barbarian base for recruitment and at the same time 
to generate new revenues in gold. For these reasons, he welcomed it as an 
opportunity. 


331. Soc. 4.34.4—5; Soz. 6.37.16. P Oxy. 3401 (a. 360/80) shows a run on gold because of 
a recent rumor about the collection of aurum tironicum. Unfortunately, it is not datable pre- 
cisely but may be related to these events. 

332. CTh 7.6.3 (Aug. 9, 377). Sheridan 1998, 90-92, shows that the vestis militaris was col- 
lected in money but then converted to clothing by nome officials for most of the fourth cen- 
tury. P Lips. 59 indicates that this was still the case as late as 371. 


Chapter 7 


The Disaster at Adrianople 


THE GOTHIC IMMIGRATION OF 376 


In the late 360s, Valens engaged the Goths in a three-year war, which was in 
some sense compromising for both sides. The Goths had supported the 
usurper Procopius in his bid for power by supplying him with 9,000 auxil- 
iaries and would later argue that they had merely been upholding the terms 
of the treaty they had struck with Constantine in 332. Valens did not brook 
the affront, however, and prepared a major military expedition against them. 
Between 367 and 369, he launched two invasions north of the Danube, dur- 
ing which he ravaged the territory of the Tervingi—the Gothic confedera- 
tion closest to Rome —and even attacked the more distant Greuthungi—who 
were concentrated east of the Dniester (see map 3). Despite a huge expen- 
diture of money and effort, Valens never succeeded in cornering the leader 
of the Tervingi, Athanaric, and overwhelming him in a decisive battle. Even 
so, because the Persian frontier was collapsing, Valens was forced to conclude 
his war in midsummer 369 and come to terms with the Goths. This agree- 
ment was typical of his policies in its uncompromising refusal to allow co- 
operation with the barbarians: it interrupted the normal flow of trade, cut 
off the payment of tribute and apparently halted the use of Gothic auxil- 
iaries in Roman forces. 

Given that Valens concluded his 369 treaty without having achieved a to- 
tal victory, it was necessarily a compromise. Even so, it was a compromise 
that hardened relations between Roman and Goth with negative effects for 
both sides. The Romans, desperate for military manpower, had blocked off 
one obvious avenue of supply. For their part, the Goths, already devastated 
by Valens's invasion, were left without Roman contacts or tribute to help them 
recover. The effects in Gothia quickly became obvious. In response to 
Valens's aggression, Athanaric initiated a persecution of Christians in 369 
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that lasted at least until 372.! Though his intention was undoubtedly to re- 
unite the Tervingi under traditional religious structures while eliminating 
the religious legacy of Roman contact,” the end result was not what he might 
have planned. Partly in response to the persecution, but also as a reaction 
against the devastation caused by Athanaric’s war, the Gothic subchieftan 
(reiks) Fritigern began agitating against Athanaric.? With help from Roman 
forces stationed in Thrace, Fritigern actually defeated the Gothic iudex and 
initiated the fragmentation ofthe previously unified Tervingi confederation.* 
In the end, then, Valens's first Gothic war began a process that weakened 
both Romans and Goths and left the latter divided and vulnerable. 
Unfortunately for the Tervingi, this vulnerability was soon exploited by a 
devastating new rival from the steppes of central Asia, the Huns, who swept 
across the region in the mid 370s and finished the process of fragmentation 
that Fritigern had begun.? Having conquered the Alans east of the Don and 
absorbed them as allies,® these nomadic raiders overran the territory of the 
Greuthungi and then the Tervingi, fractured what remained of their politi- 
cal unity, and terrorized the Goths into chaos. It was this invasion, the sources 
are unanimous in reporting, that provoked a mass exodus of the Goths— 
Tervingi and Greuthungi—from their homelands north of the Danube down 
to the border of the Roman Empire.’ The lightning speed with which the 


1. Jer. Chron. s.a. 369; Prosper Chron. 1140; Pass. S. Sabae passim, esp. 7, which dates the mar- 
tyrdom of St. Saba the Goth to Apr. 12, 372; Oros. 7.32.9; Soc. 4.33.7; Soz. 6.37.12-14; Basil Ep. 
155, 164-65; Ephiph. Adv. haeres. 70.15; August. De civ. Dei 18.52; [ Joh. Chrys.] Sermo 1 (PG 
52.808); Gregory of Tours Historia Francorum 2.4; Passio Innae Rimae et Pinnae at Delehaye 1912, 
215—16. Most of the sources are collected and translated at Heather and Matthews 1991, 103-31. 

2. Soc. 4.33.7: Ws Tapaxaparronevns THs matpwov Oproxetas ; cf. Soz. 6.37.12; Ephiph. 
Adv. haeres. 0.15.4. 

3. The martyrologies cited above provide good evidence of fissures in the Gothic commu- 
nity after 369; cf. Rubin 1981, 36-41; Lenski 1995a, 83-84. So, too, Basil, who was well in- 
formed on Gothic events, spoke of infighting among Gothic chieftains in this period; see In 
Psalm. 7.7.5 (PG 29.239); De invid. 4 (PG 31.380). 

4. Soc. 4.33.1-4. Thompson 1956; 1966, 78-93, 103-10, and Heather 1986; 1991, 
127-28, have questioned the validity of Socrates’ account. On closer examination of the sources, 
however, their objections can be laid to rest; see Lenski 1995a with 52-54 nn. 1—9 for previous 
bibliography. Valens's ongoing military activity near Gothic territory is also attested by an in- 
scription datable between 369 and 375 from Cherson in the Tauric Chersonese (AE 1984, 804). 
Zuckermann 1991b, 546-53, has connected the inscription with the story of the seven bish- 
ops of Cherson (BHG 265-66) to show that Valens established a garrison of 500 ballistarii there 
in the 370s. He believes the garrison was created in response to the Hun invasions. Given, how- 
ever, that the seven bishops story claims the garrison was sent specifically to protect Christian 
missionaries, it is more likely that it should be connected with Valens's efforts to aid Christian 
Goths in the early 370s. 

5. On the Huns and their origins, see Maenchen-Helfen 1973; Thompson 1996. 

6. On the Alans in the fourth century, see Kazanski 1995. 

7. Asearly as 386, this knock-on effect of Huns into Alans, Alans into Goths, and, ultimately, 
Goths into Romans is reported at Amb. Exp. evan. sec. Lucam 10.10 (CSEL 34.458). The same 
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Huns came onto the scene is clear from the sources that report their inva- 
sion. Ammianus and Eunapius both apologize for their lack of accurate de- 
tails about the Huns, saying that information was simply not to hand for “a 
people hardly known from ancient records.”® For Goths and Romans alike, 
this sudden blitz must have been all the more terrifying because it confronted 
them with an *unknown race," a group of people who moved faster than the 
speed of knowledge.? 

The specifics of the Gothic response to the Huns are spelled out most fully 
in Ammianus. The Greuthungi, being the farther east of the Gothic con- 
federations, were naturally the first to be hit. Their chief Hermanaric, after 
being defeated in battle and losing control of his vast estates, committed sui- 
cide; his son Vithimer succeeded him, but was quickly killed in battle; 
Vithimer was in turn succeeded by his own son, Vitheric, still a mere boy and 
thus under the regency of two Greuthungi subchieftains, Alatheus and Saph- 
rax. These helped Vithimer and his people retreat to the Dnieper and con- 
struct defenses there, but they ultimately failed to stave off the Hunnic ad- 
vance and eventually ended up at the Danube begging for entry into Roman 
territory. 

Meanwhile, Athanaric and his Tervingi, who dwelt south and west of the 
Greuthungi, had had more time to prepare for the onslaught. They con- 
structed a camp along the Dniester and sent an advance force east to dis- 
tract the attackers, but to no avail. The Huns simply skirted past these de- 
fensive measures, attacked Athanaric's main forces, and compelled his 
retreat into the eastern Carpathians. Here, Athanaric once again took steps 
to slow the Huns' advance by building a wall along the Prut extending to its 
confluence with the Danube, yet once again the Huns fell on his forces and 


cause for the Gothic migration is reported at AM 31.2.1, 12.8; Zos. 4.20.3-5; Eunap. Hist. fr. 
42, 59 (Blockley); Cons. Const. s.a. 376; Jer. Chron. s.a. 377; Prosper Chron. 1161; Soc. 4.34.1; 
Soz. 6.37.2-4; Philostorg. 9.17; Ruf. HE 11.13; Jord. Get. 121-30; Proc. Bell. 8.5.10-12. See esp. 
Maenchen-Helfen 1973, 18-27. 

8. AM 31.2.1: “gens monumentis veteribus leviter nota.” Eunap. Hist. fr. 41 (Blockley) with 
Paschoud 2.2: 372 n. 142; Blockley 1981-83, 1: 3-4. The inaccuracies and stereotypes in Am- 
mianus's and Eunapius's ethnographies are not, of course, simply a result of inadequate source 
material. Classicizing historians deliberately reproduced superannuated information about bar- 
barian gentes. Indeed, Eunapius's ethnographic account is followed by Zos. 4.20.3; Soz. 6.37.3—4; 
Jord. Get. 123-25; Proc. Bell. 8.5; Agath. 5.11.2-3; Cedrenus, p. 547. For this phenomenon, see 
Maenchen-Helfen 1973, 9-15; Dauge 1981; Shaw 1982-83. 

9. Soz. 6.97.3: &dvos dyvworov; cf. Zos. 4.20.3: $óXov rı Bapßapov... mpórepov uév ovK 
éyvwopevov; AM 31.3.8: “inusitatum antehac hominum genus”; 31.4.2. 

10. AM 31.3.2—-5, 4.12. Jord. Get. 129-30 offers a different account, which is accepted at 
Maenchen-Helfen 1973, 21-22. On the status of Alatheus and Saphrax, see Wolfram 1977, 
232. For archaeological evidence of contact between Huns and Goths in this period, see Er- 
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overwhelmed them.!! Most of his remaining followers, reeling from the eco- 
nomic and social repercussions of the invasion, deserted him and took coun- 
cil as to where they might seek refuge. After some debate, they determined 
to request permission from the Romans to cross the Danube and settle in 
Thrace. Under the leadership of the Gothic reges Alavivus and Fritigern, the 
latter of whom had already become Rome's ally in the 370s, these Tervingi 
put their demands for refuge to the Roman provincial authorities.!? Mean- 
while Athanaric himself seems to have approached the Danube contem- 
plating a similar request. Although he would later return to the Carpathians 
without contacting Valens—he knew that the emperor would never honor a 
request from a leader who had shown him such flagrant disrespect in 369— 
he remained near the river at least until word had arrived from Valens about 
the fate of the other refugees.!? Thus at least three Gothic groups, one of Greu- 
thungi and two more of Tervingi, approached the Danube in 376 with hopes 
of entering the empire. 

For their part, the Roman border troops had insisted that the Goths re- 
main north of the river until Valens, then in Antioch, could be consulted.!4 
A surviving letter of Basil's seems to record the swift progress of these long- 
distance negotiations in the tense spring of 376.? Not surprisingly, there was 
some debate in Valens's court over whether to grant entry.!° Indeed, the very 
fact that complicated negotiations were carried out over the thousand kilo- 
meters between Antioch and the Danube makes it clear that the Roman au- 
thorities hardly took the request lightly. This was only natural given the dan- 
gers involved in such an operation. In fact, had Valens been able to know the 
total number of barbarians hoping to cross, he would certainly have been even 


11. AM 31.3.4-8. Vulpe 1960, 322, believes he has located the wall in some earthworks 
that ran northwest to southeast in the zone between the Siret and Prut. Heather 1996, 100 ar- 
gues instead that Athanaric reused the old Roman fortifications of the Limes Transalutanus. 
For similar large-scale defensive construction by trans-Danubian peoples, see Soproni 1969; 
1985, 13-17. 

12. AM 31.3.8-4.1; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley); Zos. 4.20.5; Jord. Get. 131; Soc. 4.34.1. 
Soz. 6.37.5-6 actually reports that Ulfilas led the Gothic embassy to Valens. 

13. AM 31.4.12-13. 

14. AM 31.4.2-5; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley); Zos. 4.20.6; Jord. Get. 132. 

15. Basil Ep. 237 (early 376) records that the vicarius Thraciae and in turn the praepositus 
thesaurorum of Philippopolis rushed in and out of Caesarea so quickly on their journeys west 
that they did not have time to carry with them Basil’s letter to Eusebius of Samosata, then in 
exile at Philippopolis. They must have been returning to Thrace with official correspondence 
on the Goths. The date of the letter, established at Loofs 1898, 11, is challenged by Hauschild 
1973-93, 3: 207 n. 226, although his revised chronology has serious problems; cf. Lenski 19992, 
319 n. 50. 

16. Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley): moAAys de dvrıAoyias yevouevns, kai mov éd éxdrepa. 
yronav € 7H Paora ovAAoyw phear... 
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more cautious about opening the floodgates. Given the information he had, 
however, he chose to grant permission, but only to Alavivus, Fritigern, and 
their followers.! Valens seems to have believed that he could control the sit- 
uation by limiting his offer to only one group, the group with which he had 
already established diplomatic contact in the years immediately preceding. 

Our sources indicate that the Goths initiated their request for exile with 
a promise to provide troops for Roman armies.!? They were thus well aware 
ofthe most valuable asset they had to offer the empire. Barbarian settlements 
within Roman territory had often been contingent upon similar concessions, 
particularly as Rome's armies grew more and more reliant on barbarian man- 
power.!? We have just seen that Valentinian formed barbarian recruits into 
as many as fourteen new auxiliary units during the course of his reign.” He 
also dabbled in resettlement, transplanting a group of Alamanni to the Po 
valley and another of Sarmatians to the Mosel.?! He even engineered a co- 
operative military venture by calling up a force of 80,000 Burgundians, with 
whom he hoped to unite against the Alamanni. Although the plan was even- 
tually abandoned, it shows the degree to which the emperor was willing to 
employ allied barbarian groups who would cooperate with him militarily. 

We have also seen that Valens always struggled to provide sufficient re- 
cruits to maintain his own armies and that, after 369, he had been forced 
to do without even the auxiliary troops formerly supplied by the Goths.?? 
Thus, when the Tervingi and Greuthungi refugees arrived in 376 offering 
a ready source of new manpower, far from resisting their request, Valens wel- 
comed it.?* His readiness to take full advantage of the situation can be seen 
already in 376, when he began plucking Gothic youths to be trained for ser- 
vice from among the new settlers.” In 377, Ammianus tells us that he was 


17. AM 31.4.12-5.3; cf. Eunap. Hist. fr. 42, 45.3 (Blockley); Zos. 4.20.6, 26.2; Jord. Get. 
132; Soz. 6.36.6; Soc. 4.39.2. 

18. AM 31.4.1: *et daturos (si res flagitasset) auxilia"; cf. 31.4.4; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Block- 
ley): mpoodyiknv TH ovpuaxia mapé£ew erayyeAAopevor; cf. fr. 45.3 (Blockley) with Cesa 1985; 
Zos. 4.20.5: bmioxveiodaı re TANpwoew épyov adTH ovundxwv morov kai Beßaiwv; cf. 4.26.1; 
Soc. 4.34.3-4; Soz. 6.37.16. Eventually, of course, the Goths did provide troops, Pan. Lat. 2 
[121.32.3-5, 22.3; Them. Or. 16.211d, 34.22. 

19. See, e.g., AM 28.5.4, 30.6.1, 31.10.17; cf. Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 131-40; Liebeschuetz 
1990, 11-25; Mirković 1993. 

20. See p. 317. 

21. AM 28.5.15; Aus. XVI Mos. l. 9, with Möcsy 1974, 291; cf. AM 29.4.7. 

22. AM 28.5.8-13; Jer. Chron. s.a. 373; Oros. 7.32.11-13; Symm. Or. 2.13; cf. Tomlin 1973, 
167—69. For similar active solicitation of barbarian aid, see Zos. 2.53.3; Lib. Or. 18.33. Gratian 
continued to rely on barbarians, perhaps too much; cf. Epit. 47.6; Zos. 4.35.2-3; Them. Or. 
19.176c-d. 

23. See p. 137. 

24. See pp. 317-19. 

25. Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley). 
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hiring Goths in preparation for his planned Persian war, and later that he 
ordered the eastward mobilization of a band of Goths previously received 
into the empire—perhaps the same Goths whom Athanaric had sent to aid 
Procopius.?? In addition, Valens had young Gothic troops placed under the 
charge of the magister militum per Orientem, Julius, who used these to garri- 
son cities along the eastern frontier.?/ Valens was thus cautiously optimistic 
about the windfall he had received when the Huns drove the Goths out of 
their homelands and into his hands. 


THE COLLAPSE OF THE GOTHIC SETTLEMENT 
AND THE DISASTER AT ADRIANOPLE 


The Tervingi had put their request for asylum to the Thracian army in the 
early part of 376.78 It was not until late spring or early summer that news ar- 
rived of Valens's permission to cross. Immediately, the Tervingi were ferried 
across the Danube, probably at Durostorum (Silistra), where the river is only 
one kilometer wide and riparian units already stationed there could super- 
vise the crossing.?? The enormous operation took several days and was com- 
plicated by the fact that the river was swollen with spring rains; many Goths 
were thus swallowed up in its current.*? Valens had given orders that once 
the Tervingi had crossed, they should be given food to supply their present 
needs and land to cultivate for the following year. This order was not car- 
ried out with alacrity, in large part no doubt because of the overwhelming 
number of refugees.?! Even so, the sources agree that the Roman failure to 


26. AM 30.2.6, 31.6.1-2. On the latter, see Vetters 1954-57; Wolfram 1988, 120-121; Wanke 
1990, 76-78. 

27. AM 31.16.8; Zos. 4.26.1-3. Cf. Blockley 1992, 37, and p. 352. 

28. The events surrounding the battle of Adrianople have been treated by numerous re- 
searchers, including Judeich 1891; Runkel 1903; Seeck, Untergang, 84-134; Köhler 1925, 48-70; 
Schmidt 1934, 400-413; Straub 1943; Klein 1955; Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 445-48; Austin 
19722; Chrysos 1972, 129-34; Burns 1973; 1994, 23-42; Wolfram 1977; 1988, 1177-30; De- 
mougeot 1979, 140-46; Cesa 1984, 63-77; 1994, 13-30; Wanke 1990, 111-230; Heather 1991, 
142-47; Gutmann 1991, 140-59; Williams and Friell 1994, 13-22, 176-81; Nicasie 1998, 
233-56; Chauvot 1998, 255-69. 

29. AM 31.4.5; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley); Cons. Const. s.a. 376; Soc. 4.34.2-3; Oros. 
7.33.10; Isidore Hist. Goth. 9 (MGH.AA 11.271). On Durostorum as the probable crossing site, 
see Wanke 1990, 116-20, with earlier bibliography. For the riparian units stationed there, see 
Not. dign. or. 40.26, 33. 

30. AM 31.4.5. Wanke 1990, 120-22, contends that the crossing took place in May or June 
when the Danube flood is highest. Ammianus's claim that the river was running in spate due 
to rains is our only indicator for the time of the year. This does, however, leave an uncomfort- 
ably long gap between the Tervingi crossing and the transfer of the Goths to Marcianople by 
early 377. On the chronology of Ammianus bk. 31, see Austin 1972a. 

31. AM 31.4.8-11; cf. Eunap. Hist. fr. 45.3 (Blockley). On supply shortages, see AM 31.5.1, 
5, 7.3, 8, 8.1, 4, 11.5. Following Jord. Get. 133-34, Cesa 1994, 22-23, believes that the Goths 
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supply the Goths adequately could also be traced to the corruption of the 
commanders charged with the resettlement, Lupicinus, the comes per Thra- 
cias, and Maximus, probably the dux Moesiae. Because adequate supplies for 
so many refugees were difficult to assemble, the dearth generated a black 
market in foodstuffs, which the Romans used to exploit the Tervingi beyond 
the bounds of decency. Ammianus describes the exchange of Gothic slaves 
for dogs to be eaten as meat, and Eunapius and Zosimus lament the frenzy 
of Roman commanders racing to acquire sex slaves and agricultural labor- 
ers on the cheap.” 

The moralizing content in these reports is evident, but the ruthless ex- 
ploitation they describe should not be downplayed as facile exaggeration, 
especially since this explanation ofthe collapse of the Gothic settlement had 
already entered the source tradition by 381.5? For late Roman easterners, 
the words Gothus and X'kvos were synonymous with slave. Julian, for ex- 
ample, scorned the Goths as a race fit only for Galatian slave traders.?* Every 
household had Scythian slaves, Synesius remarked, since these were best 
adapted to serving Romans.? Even Themistius describes the Danube bor- 
der troops as regularly engaging in ruthless slave trading.?? In this atmos- 
phere, it would not be surprising if Lupicinus, Maximus, and their troops 
saw in the vulnerability of the refugees an opportunity for economic gain. 
Moreover, enforced starvation was a common technique employed by the 
military to c3-34, Cesa 1994, 22-23, believes that the Goths 
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supply the Goths adequately could also be traced to the corruption of the 
commanders charged with the resettlement, Lupicinus, the comes per Thra- 
cias, and Maximus, probably the dux Moesiae. Because adequate supplies for 
so many refugees were difficult to assemble, the dearth generated a black 
market in foodstuffs, which the Romans used to exploit the Tervingi beyond 
the bounds of decency. Ammianus describes the exchange of Gothic slaves 
for dogs to be eaten as meat, and Eunapius and Zosimus lament the frenzy 
of Roman commanders racing to acquire sex slaves and agricultural labor- 
ers on the cheap.” 

The moralizing content in these reports is evident, but the ruthless ex- 
ploitation they describe should not be downplayed as facile exaggeration, 
especially since this explanation ofthe collapse of the Gothic settlement had 
already entered the source tradition by 381.5? For late Roman easterners, 
the words Gothus and X'kvos were synonymous with slave. Julian, for ex- 
ample, scorned the Goths as a race fit only for Galatian slave traders.?* Every 
household had Scythian slaves, Synesius remarked, since these were best 
adapted to serving Romans.? Even Themistius describes the Danube bor- 
der troops as regularly engaging in ruthless slave trading.?? In this atmos- 
phere, it would not be surprising if Lupicinus, Maximus, and their troops 
saw in the vulnerability of the refugees an opportunity for economic gain. 
Moreover, enforced starvation was a common technique employed by the 
military to cow barbarians into submission.” Lupicinus and Maximus may 
thus have been acting in a manner they regarded as efficacious in their re- 
settlement when they withheld food and forced the Goths to degrade them- 
selves in their efforts to survive. Finally, a broader disdain for all barbarians 
prevailed among even the most enlightened fourth-century Romans.?? The 
average soldier would have been accustomed to entertaining himself with 


had already been settled on agricultural land before they began agitating. Ammianus is to be 
preferred. 

32. AM 31.4.11; cf. 31.6.5; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley); Zos. 4.20.6. 

33. Jer. Chron. s.a. 377 followed by Jord. Get. 134-35; Rom. 313; Oros. 7.33.11; Isid. Hist. 
Goth. 9 (MGH.AA 11.271). On the moralism of Ammianus bk. 31, see Barnes 1998, 182-83. 
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35. Syn. Deregno 23d; cf. SHA Clod. 9.5. Many of the slaves in Thrace, being Goths, deserted 
to their fellow tribesmen after 377-82 (AM 31.6.5). On barbarian slaves and slave trade in late 
antiquity more generally, see Symm. Ep. 2.78; AM 29.4.4; Zos. 2.42.1; CTh 3.4.1, 5.6.3, 19.4.4; 
C] 4.63.2; cf. Thompson 1965, 40-43. 

36. Them. Or. 10.136b. 

37. Valens had used starvation to his advantage in the first Gothic war, and his comman- 
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8.1, 4, 10.15; Eunap. Hist. fr. 44.1 (Blockley); Zos. 4.23.6. Julian also used this technique against 
the Franks (AM 17.2.1—3; Lib. Or. 18.70), and Veg. Mil. 3.3, 9, 26 praises the strategic benefits 
of starving out an enemy. 

38. See Dauge 1981, passim, esp. 307—78, 413-508, 681—715, 742-72. 
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Figure 16. Emperor dragging a captive barbarian by the hair. Medallion of Constan- 
tinople now in Belgrade. JRS63 (1973), pl. viii. Courtesy Journal of Roman Studies. 


games and stage plays mocking barbarians, would regularly have celebrated 
festivals in which barbarians were fed to the beasts, and would have daily 
thumbed coins depicting Romans forcibly pulling barbarians from their 
houses or running them down on horseback (fig. 16; cf. figs. 12 and 13).?? 
Surrounded by such images and spectacles, most Roman soldiers would have 
felt a sense of moral rectitude about perpetrating what we would today term 
human-rights abuses. Thus the mistreatment of the Gothic refugees was prob- 
ably a very real threat. 

These affronts, needless to say, angered the Tervingi, and by early 377, 
they showed signs of rebellion. They had been lingering along the Danube 
since the middle of 376, and Lupicinus decided it was best to hasten the rest- 
less group on its move 100 kilometers southeast to Marcianople (Devnja).*? 
This was the capital of Moesia II and had been well outfitted during Valens's 
three-year residence there between 367 and 370. The transfer had to be im- 
plemented with a large force of troops, most of whom were drafted from the 
riparian garrisons and river patrols along the Danube. Their absence from 
the river naturally opened the way to a further influx of migratory peoples, 
this time the Greuthungi who had been denied access by Valens earlier in 
the summer of 376.*! Their leaders Alatheus and Saphrax landed the Greu- 


39. On games, see McCormick 1986, 34. On stage plays, see Cazzaniga 1958. On barbar- 
ians fed to the beasts, see Pan. Lat. 12 [9].23.3, 6 [7].12.3; Symm. Rel. 9, 47; AM 14.2.1; Eutr. 
10.3. On coins, see Constantius's FEL TEMP REPARATIO issues at Mattingly 1933; Kent 1967. 
See Heather 1999a and Mattern 1999, 66-80, 195, for more on this point. 

40. AM 31.5.1-2. 

41. AM 31.5.9; cf. 31.4.12-13, 9.3 Taifali. 
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thungi ata safe distance from the Tervingi, perhaps near Noviodunum (Issa- 
cea).? Meanwhile, Alavivus and Fritigern advanced only slowly toward Mar- 
cianople with their people. Ammianus tells us this was deliberate, in order 
to allow the Greuthungi to come up and join forces. The Goths were be- 
ginning to prepare a full-scale revolt. 

Upon reaching Marcianople, Lupicinus invited Alavivus and Fritigern to 
a banquet. The two were admitted into the city walls with a Gothic escort, 
while the main body of Tervingi was kept under Roman guard outside. Am- 
mianus tells us that troubles arose when the main group quarreled with their 
Roman guards over permission to enter the city and supply themselves. 
Lupicinus, fearing a riot, had Alavivus’s and Fritigern’s escort murdered in- 
side the city and only let Fritigern escape on the promise that he would quiet 
his restless people. Ammianus does not reveal what became of Alavivus; in- 
deed, he never mentions him again: one can assume that he was captured 
or murdered.* In fact, it is not unlikely that Lupicinus intended to capture 
or kill both Tervingi reges from the beginning. Roman commanders often 
used banquets as occasions to isolate foreign leaders and seize or execute 
them. Both Valens and Valentinian had tried the same thing, with varying 
results.** Jordanes implies that Lupicinus planned a similar trap for Fritigern, 
and, although his account is often unreliable, he may in this instance be re- 
porting the truth.” The annihilation of the Tervingi reges would have left 
the group fragmented and malleable for more direct enlistment into the 
army and scatter-shot resettlement across the empire. Thus once Lupicinus 
had isolated Alavivus and Fritigern from their retinues, he may have found 
the Gothic riot outside Marcianople a convenient excuse to execute a pre- 
arranged ambush.*° 

Of course, when Fritigern survived and was sent back to his people, the 
incident backfired. The Goths openly revolted and began plundering neigh- 
boring villae." Lupicinus responded by hastily assembling a band of troops 
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and marching out to meet the rebellious refugees. This he did nine miles 
from Marcianople, where an engagement ensued in early 377, which anni- 
hilated his forces and nearly killed him as well.“ The Gothic victory effec- 
tively eliminated the Roman forces in the area, and the Tervingi were thus 
allowed to continue their raids unchecked. Their successes led to an increase 
in their numbers as other tribal peoples and outcasts within the empire came 
to see an advantage in allying themselves with the Goths. 

Among the groups to join Fritigern was a band of Goths under two lead- 
ers named Sueridas and Colias. These had been settled near Adrianople 
(Edirne) some time before 376 and were under orders to move east and re- 
inforce Valens when a conflict broke out between them and the citizens of 
Adrianople. The local magistrate, who had chaffed under their presence for 
some time, decided to charge them with pillaging his villa and incited the 
workers from the city's arms factory to attack them. Sueridas's and Colias's 
Goths had the better of the engagement but, now being enemies of the state, 
were forced to turn for support to Fritigern, who was operating nearby. To- 
gether with Fritigern, Sueridas and Colias laid siege to Adrianople, but they 
were eventually forced to retreat.‘ From this it is clear, not only that Fritigern 
was constantly supplementing his forces with new followers, but also that his 
raiding groups had broken south of the Haemus mountains (Stara Planina) 
following their victory at Marcianople and were operating in the province of 
Thrace into the first half of 377.9? From there their raids would only spread. 

By midsummer, Valens—still in Antioch—had learned of the uprising in 
Thrace. He clearly understood its gravity and quickly sent his magister equitum 


48. AM 31.5.8-9. Jer. Chron. s.a. 377 provides the year for the outbreak of the rebellion. He 
is to be preferred to both Soc. 4.35.1-4 (who implies that it took place in 376) and Prosper 
Chron. 1163 (who miscopies the notice to 378). Marcianople sits in a small valley surrounded by 
hills and scrubby terrain. To its west stretches a broad fertile plain well suited to villae (Hodinott 
1975, 167-68). Thus the Goths probably moved west-northwest from Marcianople. 

49. AM 31.6.1-3. On the ineptitude of non-Romans in siege operations, see Elton 1996b, 
82-6. 

50. Wanke 1990, 134-41, holds that it would have been all but impossible for Fritigern to 
move all his people with their possessions and wagons from Marcianople across the Haemus to 
Adrianople ca. 300 km to the south and then back north again to face the Romans at the battle 
of Ad Salices in Scythia by late summer 377. For this reason, he believes that Ammianus’s ac- 
count of the Sueridas and Colias incident is a doublet of the revolt at Marcianople and proposes 
to emend Ammianus’s “apud Hadrianopolim” to “apud Marcianopolim.” This argument must 
be rejected for three reasons: first, because the circumstantial differences between Ammianus’s 
descriptions of the two incidents are too great to regard them as pertinent to a single event; sec- 
ond, because Wanke’s argument wrongly assumes that Fritigern was traveling with all of the Goths 
(including women and children), but our sources indicate that the Gothic band often split into 
smaller guerrilla parties (pp. 33 1-34); and, finally, because the barbarian presence on the Thra- 
cian plain in 377 is explicitly attested three more times in Ammianus (31.6.5, 7.1, and, esp., 7.3). 
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Victor to the Persians to negotiate a truce.?! While awaiting the outcome of 
these negotiations, he also sent to Gratian in the west to request reinforce- 
ments from the comitatensian troops in Gaul and Illyricum.?? Finally, he cre- 
ated two new magistri militum, Profuturus and Traianus, to lead an advance 
force of eastern comitatenses to Thrace and hold the barbarians at bay.°? These 
drove the Goths north of the Haemus and into the desolate baltas of the Do- 
brugea.?* Here they awaited the arrival of the troops from Gratian, who were 
approaching under the command of the comes domesticorum Richomer. Richo- 
mer met Profuturus and Traianus near the town of Ad Salices in the north- 
eastern Dobrugea, where they were blockading the Goths.® The combined 
Roman command now attempted to harry the barbarians in skirmishes, while 
it starved them out on the steppe. The Gothic leadership realized that it 
needed to force a battle and recalled its plundering bands to the attack. The 
ensuing battle, fought in late summer 377, was devastating for both sides, 
killing the Roman commander Profuturus, crippling the Roman forces, who 
retreated to Marcianople, and leaving the Goths so shaken that they did not 
emerge from the security of their wagon circle (carrago) for seven days.?? 
After the slaughter, Richomer returned west to solicit more reinforce- 
ments from Gratian.?? Having seen the size and ferocity of the Gothic band, 
he was well aware that the conflict was far from over. So too was Valens, who 
created yet another ad hoc magister equitum, Saturninus, and sent him west 
to take over the cavalry and help relieve Traianus.?? When Saturninus ar- 
rived in late 377, the Romans in Thrace had managed to fortify the passes 
ofthe Haemus in the continued hope of walling off the barbarians and starv- 
ing them into submission.?? Fritigern responded by enlisting the aid of Hun 
and Alan mercenaries with the promise of booty. When Saturninus recog- 
nized that his Roman troops were no match for this reinforced Gothic band, 
he decided to abandon the Haemus blockade.9 The Goths quickly spilled 
over the mountains back into Thrace and attacked territory as far south as 
the Rhodope Mountains and asfar east as the Hellespont. Saturninus's with- 


51. AM 31.7.1; Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley); cf. p. 184. 

52. AM 31.7.3; cf. p. 356. 

53. AM 31.7.1-3; Demandt 1970, 705-6; cf. pp. 362-63. 

54. AM 31.7.3: “trusos hostes ultra Haemi montis abscisos scopulos faucibus inpegere 
praeruptis.” On the topography of the Dobrugea, see Wanke 1990, 145-47. 

55. On the location, see Wanke 1990, 63, 157-58, with full bibliography. Contrast Heather 
1991, 144. 

56. AM 31.7.5-8.2. On Profuturus's probable death, see p. 363. 

57. AM 31.8.2. 

58. AM 31.8.3 reports that Saturninus was given "equestris exercitus ad tempus cura"; cf. 
Demandt 1970, 705-6. 

59. AM 31.8.1, 5, 9.1. 

60. AM 31.8.4-6; cf. 31.16.93; cf. Maenchen-Helfen 1973, 27-30. 
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drawal had given them free run from the Danube to Macedonia and from 
Moesia to the Black Sea.®! 

Part ofthe reason the barbarians were able to cover so much territory was 
that their numbers had swollen tremendously. At some point, Fritigern and 
his Tervingi had been joined by the Greuthungi of Vitheric, led by Alatheus 
and Saphrax, perhaps before the engagement at Marcianople.9?? We have also 
seen how a Gothic band under Sueridas and Colias attached itself to Frit- 
igern'sgroup in early 377. Also in 377, Farnobius, another Greuthungi chief- 
tain who had crossed the Danube with Alatheus and Saphrax, won over a 
band of Taifali as allies.9? That same year a combined force of Huns and Alans 
also joined the growing group as mercenaries.™ In addition, disgruntled lo- 
cal miners and slaves, some of Gothic descent, joined the band, as did de- 
serters from the Roman army. What had begun as a controlled migration 
of a limited group of Tervingi had thus snowballed into an avalanche of rebels 
loosely united around the original Gothic core. 

From the time when the Greuthungi linked forces with the Tervingi in 
early 377, Ammianus ceases to refer to the group led by Fritigern as Tervingi 
and begins to call them generically Gothi, or simply barbari. His general- 
ization was probably intentional, designed to convey his awareness that the 
group had metamorphosed into a heterogeneous agglomeration of ethnic- 
ities. These included Goths, Taifals, Huns, Alans, and Romans.” The ethnic 
diversity of this barbarian band has been emphasized by recent historians, 
who have carefully plotted the tremendous cultural, political, and ethnic 
transformations that the group underwent in response to their new contacts 


61. AM 31.8.6: "et vastabundi omnes per latitudines Thraciae pandebantur impune, ab ip- 
sis tractibus quos praetermeat Hister exorsi ad usque Rhodopen et fretum, quod immensa dis- 
termnat maria"; cf. 31.11.2; Jer. Chron. s.a. 377: "superatis in congressione Romanis Gothi fun- 
duntur in Thracia"; Lib. Or. 1.179; Eunap. Hist. fr. 44.1 (Blockley); Zos. 4.20.7; cf. 4.22.2-4. Eunap. 
Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley), describes Gothic raiding as far south as Thessaly. This certainly occurred, 
but not until after 378; see Lenski 1997, 133 n. 14, on the extent of the raiding after Adrianople. 

62. AM 31.5.4 implies that it was before Marcianople. The Greuthungi are next attested 
specifically at the battle of Adrianople in 378 (AM 31.12.12, 17, but see also 31.9.3 [a. 3771). 

63. AM 31.9.3. 

64. See p. 330. 

65. On miners and slaves, see p. 304. On deserters, see AM 31.7.7, 15.4, 8-9, 16.1; cf. 
31.11.3; Basil Ep. 268. On other incidents of Roman desertion to barbarian raiding bands, see 
Rugullis 1992, 40-66; De Ste. Croix 1981, 474-88. 

66. The shift occurs between AM 31.5.8 and 31.5.9; cf. Wolfram 1988, 120; Wanke 1990, 
71. 

67. AM 31.16.3: "Gothi Hunis Halanisque permixti"; cf. Epit. 47.3: "Gothis Taifalisque 
atque ... Hunnis et Alanis"; 48.5: “Hunnos et Gothos"; Pan. Lat. 2 [12].11.4, 32.4: “Gothus . . . 
Chunus . . . Halanus”; Them. Or. 16.207c: aödadeıa ZikvÜuci) kai roAua’Adavav Kat devo. 
Maooayerwv; Veg. Mil. 1.20: "Gothorum et Alanorum Hunnorumque”; Cons. Const. s.a. 379: 
“Gothos, Alanos atque Hunos"; Oros. 7.34.5: "Alanos Hunos et Gothos"; cf. Aus. XX Precatio 
consulis designati ll. 37-38. 
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and allegiances in the years down to their settlement in Gaul in 418.95 His- 
torians have been less quick, however, to comprehend the significance of 
this ethnic and political fragmentation in the period when its effects were 
most pronounced, the years between 377 and 382.9? This has led to a ten- 
dency to examine the “Gothic War” as if “the Goths” constituted a mono- 
lithic political and strategic unit with coordinated actions and goals. Our 
sources make it clear that this was hardly the case. The peoples whom mod- 
ern scholars call “the Visigoths” were, in these early stages, still a fragmented 
and fissiparous group. 

This fragmentation must have hampered attempts by Fritigern to control 
the peoples he had assembled under his leadership. Each of the various sub- 
groups he oversaw had its own chief or chiefs, who were only loosely allied 
under his overlordship. Most of the Greuthungi were led by their king 
Vitheric and his regents Alatheus and Saphrax,” yet some apparently fol- 
lowed the rex Farnobius.”! Sueridas and Colias, although subordinate to Frit- 
igern, also probably retained some personal control over the men whom they 
had originally commanded.” The Alans and Huns in the Gothic band were 
mercenaries rather than refugees, and the fact that Ammianus generally dis- 
tinguishes them from the Goths seems to confirm that they too operated un- 
der their own leadership.” Indeed, Fritigern himself initially had to share 
leadership over the Tervingi with his fellow chief Alavivus.” Fritigern must 
then have faced a struggle in trying to maintain supreme hegemony. 

In fact, there is clear evidence that Fritigern did indeed face difficulties 
controlling the various groups he led. During later negotiations with Valens, 


68. Wenskus 1961, 475-77; cf. 75-76, 439-445; Wolfram 1975, 31; 1977, 236-37; 1988, 
passim. Heather 1991, 12-18, accepts these views but cautions that the migratory group always 
retained a fundamentally Gothic core; cf. Heather 1999b. Culturally, this is true, but politically 
it had little effect until years of battle had solidified the group into a more unified entity. 

69. See, however, Gutmann 1991, 147-54. 

70. AM 31.5.4: "regibus validis"; cf. 31.5.7. 

71. AM 31.9.3: "Gothorum optimatem"; cf. 31.4.12. 

72. AM 31.6.1: “Gothorum optimates." 

73. AM 31.8.4 (late 377), 31.16.3 (late 378). AM 31.2.7-8 reports that the Huns did not 
at this period have a centralized leadership; cf. Eunap. Hist. fr. 60 (Blockley). Thompson 1996, 
29-30, and Heather 1995, 10-11, concur, butsee Maenchen-Helfen 1973, 12, 191-203. Várady 
1969, 20-6, 31-40, and Wolfram 1977, 228-31; 1988, 120-22, argue that the Greuthungi, 
Huns, and Alans operated in a “Drei-Völkerkonfederation,” but the evidence does not support 
such a view. AM 31.4.12 and 31.12.12 refer to Alatheus and Saphrax without connection to the 
Huns or Alans; AM 31.3.3 implies that Vitherich hired Hunnic mercenaries to fight against the 
Alans; and AM 31.12.17 implies that Alatheus and Saphrax went raiding with a band of Alans 
only in 378. Thus, while the Greuthungi are occasionally associated with Huns or Alans, nowhere 
are all three mentioned as forming a coordinated unit. See also Maenchen-Helfen 1973, 29-30; 
Heather 1991, 144-45. 

74. When the Goths initially cross, Alavivus is the only leader mentioned at 31.4.1, but 31.4.8 
implies that Fritigern was a key figure among the Tervingi from before the crossing. 
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he was twice compelled to state his own desire for peace in independent mis- 
sives that contravened the decisions of the body or council representing the 
collective leadership.” Ammianus and other texts refer to this same collec- 
tive leadership on numerous occasions.” When the group faced serious bat- 
tles at Ad Salices and Adrianople, it was apparently this collective (optimates) 
and not Fritigern that assembled the scattered barbarian units for battle.’ 
Fritigern was unable to dissuade the band from undertaking a dangerous 
siege of Adrianople in 378, and after besieging Constantinople later that sum- 
mer, his coalition, which had been bickering over what its course of action 
should be, seems to have dissolved.” By the time peace was made with the 
“Gothic band” in 382, Fritigern seems to have dropped entirely out of the 
picture.” He was thus never in firm control of the semi-independent units 
collectively referred to in modern scholarship as “the Visigoths.” This frag- 
mentation of leadership makes it difficult to speak of intentions and goals 
on the barbarian side with total confidence during the years Valens faced 
them. It would also have made it difficult for Valens to learn the enemy’s in- 
tentions and goals, or even to feel comfortable negotiating with a group that 
had only a relatively weak leader. 

This same fragmentation made the barbarian band a much trickier and 
more dangerous enemy for the empire. Their atomization allowed the bar- 
barians to cover a remarkably broad swath of territory with raids that were 
extremely effective at disturbing Roman communication and supply sys- 
tems.°° The group probably always retained a center of gravity where the main 
concentration of wagons and most of the women and children could be 
moved and protected together?! Nevertheless, after Ad Salices, its subgroups 


75. AM 31.12.9, 14. In the first instance, Fritigern is trying to win recognition from Valens 
as a client king (amicus et socius), a coup that would have bolstered support within his confed- 
eration. See Heather 1991, 178-81. 

76. E.g., AM 31.7.8: “principibus gentis"; 31.7.9: “ductores”; Them. Or. 16.210b: rods é£- 
dpxovs Kal kopvbaiovs; Joh. Chrys. Ad vid. iun. 4: twa rv map’ekeivoıs BactAdwy; Jord. Get. 
134: "primates eorum et duces qui regum vice illis praeerant." See Thompson 1965, 44. 

77. AM 31.7.7: "iussis optimatum acceptis"; 31.15.13: "monitu optimatum ... agmina 
praeeuntium ductorum." 

78. AM 31.15.2-3, 15, 16.1, 7. Zos. 4.34.2 and Jord. Get. 141—42 used in conjunction in- 
dicate that the Greuthungi under Alatheus and Saphrax split from Fritigern and went west to 
Pannonia and Moesia in 380 while the Tervingi remained in Thessaly and Macedonia. For an 
incisive analysis of these two vexed passages, see Heather 1991, 151-54, 335-40. On Fritigern's 
weakness and the lack of strong central leadership, see Klein 1956, 67; Burns 1973, 337-40. 

79. Heather 1991, 180-81, 188-92, who also emphasizes that the tribulations faced by the 
Gothic band helped strengthen their unity. Cf. Thompson 1963. 

80. Gothic pillaging is attested at AM 31.5.8, 6.3-8, 7.7-8, 8.6-8, 9.3, 11.2, 4, 5, 13.12, 
16.3. Them. Or. 16.212b and 34.24 indicate that the roads through Thrace were closed be- 
tween 377 and 382. See also Burns 1994, 39-40; Lenski 1997, 132-34. 

81. In 378, before the battle of Adrianople, the band had fixed camps at Beroea (Stara 
Zagora: AM 31.11.2), and later 80 km east at Cabyle ( Jambol: AM 31.11.5). The first notice is 
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were able to conduct actions independently of one another all over Scythia, 
Moesia, and Thrace. In late 377, Ammianus describes a band of mounted 
Gothic raiders who overwhelmed Roman infantry units under the command 
of Barzimeres at the town of Dibaltum (Develt) near the Black Sea.°? These 
raiders were probably Greuthungi, given that, in contrast with the Tervingi, 
the Greuthungi generally used cavalry.°? Shortly after this incident, yet an- 
other band of Greuthungi, this one led by the rex Farnobius, was operating 
190 kilometers to the west near Beroea (Stara Zagora) when they were cap- 
tured by Gratian’s general Frigeridus.®* The two bands were apparently act- 
ing independently. So, too, was another group that Ammianus says was raid- 
ing in the Rhodope Mountains, while the main body of Goths was stationed 
100 kilometers to the north, near Beroea.®? In the summer of 378, some Alans 
are attested as far west as Castra Martis (Kula) in Dacia Ripensis, and Goths 
are known to have reached as far east as the walls of Constantinople.®® Al- 
ready in the days before the battle of Ad Salices, the barbarian nobles had 
been forced to call in their plundering bands for the fight, and Fritigern 
would have to issue the same call to the "scattered bands" of his alliance be- 
fore he faced Valens in 378.8” Even so, on the day of the battle of Adrianople, 
the main force of Greuthungi cavalry was absent from the central group un- 
til late in the afternoon.?? The fragmented nature of the barbarian group 
thus made it extremely effective at ravaging a broad swath of territory with 
devastating guerrilla raids.9? 

The mayhem that prevailed as a result forced Valens to cancel his plans 
for a Persian invasion, settle a truce with Shapur, and prepare his march west. 
As we have seen, however, his commitments against Persia represented only 
one of the obstacles he faced in trying to break free from the eastern fron- 
üer. Isauria had only recently flared up, demanding that he commit troops 
there, when these might have been sent to Thrace, and the Saracens broke 


marred by its statement that the Goths were based “circa Beroeam et Nicopolim." The Goths 
may have crossed the Haemus between these two cities, but it is impossible that a single band 
could have encamped near both at once, contrast Poulter 1995, 115-16. 

82. AM 31.8.9-10; cf. 12.15. 

83. Wolfram 1988, 98-99. 

84. AM 31.9.1-4. No exact location for the incident is given, but Frigeridus was moving 
west from Beroea when he encountered Farnobius. 

85. AM 31.11.2. 

86. For Castra Martis, see AM 31.11.6; cf. Zos. 4.24.4. See Maenchen-Helfen 1973, 30-36, 
for a different account of Zosimus's notice. For Constantinople, see n. 94. For more on the ex- 
tent of Gothic raiding, see pp. 329-31. 

87. AM 31.7.7: “per diversa prope diffusas accivere vastatorias manus"; 11.5: "dispersos li- 
center suorum globos." 

88. AM 31.12.12: *disiectis adhuc per itinera plurimis." 

89. To be sure, many of these “raiding bands" were simply foraging for food. The net re- 
sult, however, was a dissemination of violence across the dioceses of Thrace and Moesia. 
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into open revolt even as Valens was preparing to depart Antioch in late 377. 
Because of these conflicts, Valens was only able to head west with his comz- 
tatenses in early April 378 and thus to reach Constantinople on May 930.9? 

Both Ammianus and the ecclesiastical historians report that he was 
greeted with rioting. Only the ecclesiastical historians specify that this was 
provoked by Gothic raiding, which had reached as far as the suburbs of the 
city. By their account, in the face of this imminent threat, the Constanti- 
nopolitans openly mocked Valens in the circus and called for arms to fend 
off the barbarians themselves.?! Military problems had thus spawned do- 
mestic problems. Rumors of the raiding had also spread well beyond the 
boundaries of Thrace. Basil had heard of the depredations in the spring of 
378 and was reluctant to send a letter to his friend Eusebius of Samosata— 
exiled in Philippopolis (Plovdiv)—lest he be held responsible for the death 
of the courier at the hands of raiders.”? Theodoret read Eusebius’s own de- 
scription of the mayhem, which, had it survived, would be an invaluable 
source of firsthand information about the terror and devastation.” The 
Goths and their allies had rapidly overrun the entirety of Thrace, provoked 
chaos in the cities they attacked, and aroused terror throughout the east. 

Given that the Goths had already reached the outskirts of Constantino- 
ple, Valens and his men would have been wedged into the city when they 
first arrived in May 378. Before he could begin strategic operations against 
the barbarians, then, Valens needed to open the routes leading out from the 
city and clear the roads of Thrace. He began by sending Saracen cavalry— 
who had come west with him after the end of the Mavia revolt—out from 
the city to disperse the barbarians.?* These opened the roads west for his 


90. Cons. Const. s.a. 378; Soc. 4.38.1. Cf. AM 31.11.1; Eunap. Hist. fr. 44.1 (Blockley); Zos. 
4.21.1; Soz. 6.37.17, 39.2. On Valens's date of departure from Antioch, see Barnes 1997, 5. 

gi. AM 31.11.1; Soc. 4.38.2-4; Soz. 6.39.2-4, 40.2; cf. Joh. Ant. fr. 184.2; Theoph. a.m. 
5870; Cedrenus, p. 549. Dagron 1974, 108-13, 314, notes that the city was particularly vul- 
nerable because it lacked a garrison. Velkov 1983, 180, also notes that the Constantinopolitans 
would have been provoked by supply shortages, since Thrace, a major supplier of food and 
manufactured goods, was inaccessible. 

92. Basil Ep. 268, with Barnes 1997, 9-12, on the date. 

93. Theodoret HE 4.15.11. For descriptions of the ravages in Thrace, see also Lib. Or. 
24.15-16; Them. Or. 16.206d, 34.24; Eunap. Hist. fr. 47.1 (Blockley); cf. Lenski 1997, 134-37. 

94. Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley) and Zos. 4.22.1-3 both report that the Goths had reached 
the walls of Constantinople before Valens's arrival, and that Valens sent the Saracen cavalry 
against them before he moved west. Some have argued that they mistakenly place this notice 
before rather than after the battle of Adrianople, where Ammianus 31.16.1-7 locates it. The 
most elaborate case is built by Woods 1996, with earlier bibliography at 261 n. 3. Shahid 19842, 
179-81, has already demonstrated, however, that there were in fact two such incidents, one be- 
fore and one after the battle, as indicated at Soc. 5.1.1: rav &ws àv reıyav THs Kovorav- 
Twovnodews &Adovres; cf. Soz. 7.1.1-2; Theoph. a.m. 5870; Joh. Ant. fr. 184.2. Woods believes 
that the Saracens were part of a guard unit assigned to the empress Domnica and first called 
into action after Valens's death. This is highly unlikely given that Zosimus and Socrates openly 
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army to begin its advance. He also replaced the magister peditum, Traianus, 
with the western general Sebastianus, who had just come from Italy to offer 
support. Sebastianus assembled a levy of picked men from each infantry le- 
gion and set out from the city to ambush stray raiders. Both Ammianus and 
Zosimus describe an encounter where Sebastianus’s detachment ambushed 
some barbarians along the Hebrus river near Adrianople and annihilated 
them. Although they describe only one such incident, Ammianus implies that 
it was representative of a broader series of successes.” 

Once the roads west were reopened, Valens did not linger in the capital. 
He departed on June 11, only twelve days after his arrival. Disgusted with 
the uprising there, he promised reprisals against the Constantinopolitans 
when he returned.” He then proceeded west on the road toward Adrianople 
up to the imperial villa of Melanthias, twenty-seven kilometers from the city.” 
There he mustered and trained troops and began a long wait for the arrival 
of the supplementary forces that he had requested from Gratian. Gratian 
had sent only limited aid in the previous year, and in 378, he delayed his 
march east to make a foray against the Alamannic Lentienses. As we shall 
see, rivalry between the two emperors surely contributed to their failure to 
join forces before Valens faced the Goths.’® 

Meanwhile, Fritigern had grown anxious over the arrival of the emperor 
in the region and especially over the vulnerability of his scattered allies to 
ambushes like those of Sebastianus. He issued a call to the various barbar- 
ian groups to assemble near the town of Cabyle, where the core of the Gothic 
band had moved from its former base at Beroea.?? Ancient Cabyle sat on the 
Tonsus (Tundza) river, which runs south to meet with the Hebrus (Maritza) 


state that the Saracens remained tribal federates, not fully enlisted soldiers (Zos. 4.22.2: TÒ 
Sapakyikav pudov; Soc. 5.1.4; cf. 4.36.1: Lapaxyvol svoomovdor). Moreover, Ammianus's 
(31.16.6) report of their comportment—riding naked and cutting the throat of an enemy to 
suck his blood—hardly seems in keeping with the conduct of imperial guardsmen. While Woods 
argues that only Ammianus provides accurate reportage on the broader incident, he chooses 
to dismiss this uncomfortable information as slander. In fact, however, both the throat-cutting 
and the nakedness are reported of Saracens in independent sources, Nilus Narrationes 47 (PG 
79.628) and Jer. Vita Malchi 4 (PL 23.57). Finally, Wood’s argument is weak because it is pred- 
icated on his assumption that Ammianus says nothing of the Goths reaching Constantinople 
before Adrianople. This contention is untenable in light of 31.8.6, which Woods seems not to 
have noticed. 

95. AM 31.11.1-4; cf. 31.12.1; Zos. 4.22.4-23.6, with Paschoud 2.2: 380 n. 147; Eunap. 
Hist. fr. 44.3-4 (Blockley). Sebastianus had experience in such advance attacks (see AM 
30.5.13). On the incident, see Speidel 1996b; cf. Wanke 1990, 187-91. 

96. See p. 114. 

97. AM 31.11.1. On the date, see Cons. Const. s.a. 378; Soc. 4.38.5. On the distance from 
Constantinople, see Agathias 4.14.5; cf. Wanke 1990, 44-45. 

98. See pp. 356-67. 

99. AM 31.11.5. 
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near Adrianople. Its ready access to water and to the croplands of the Thra- 
cian plain, coupled with its location at the base of a rock citadel, made it a 
defensible post.!° Fritigern could have waited out the Romans from there, 
but he was fully aware that it was to his advantage to press the issue. Once 
his forces had assembled, he began the ninety-kilometer trek down the Ton- 
sus toward Adrianople, apparently late in July. 

At this point Ammianus’s narrative falters. At 31.11.2, he reports that 
Valens had set out from Melanthias for the statio of Nike before he sent Se- 
bastianus on his guerrilla mission. The same departure appears again, how- 
ever, at 31.12.1, after the news of Sebastianus’s successes, and indeed those 
of Gratian against the Lentienses, had been reported to him. Other than 
postulating two journeys to Nike, we can only explain this as a doublet. If so, 
we must assume that the chronology of the second notice is preferable, that 
is, Valens moved east toward Adrianople after Sebastianus had cleared the 
area of Gothic raiders. He reached Adrianople perhaps at the end of July.!°! 
It was probably there that he learned that some Goths were attempting to 
block his supply route from behind and sent archers and cavalry to defend 
the passes they would take.!?? 

Meanwhile, the main body of Goths had moved down the Tonsus valley 
and began making for Nike, east of Adrianople. Thus Fritigern veered south- 
east from the Tonsus to bypass Valens at Adrianople and once again attempt 
to block the army road back to Constantinople.! Had Fritigern reached 
Nike, this brilliant move would have put the main barbarian force between 
Valens and his supply center. But Valens, who had set up a stockade outside 
Adrianople to help garrison his massive army, became aware of the delicacy 
of the situation and agitated for an attack. Despite a letter from Gratian ex- 
horting him to await the western auxiliaries, Valens held an immediate coun- 
cil of war to determine an independent course of action. The sources con- 
tradict each other on which generals favored battle and which delay. Given 
the evidence, itis impossible to determine, but we can say that the forces for 


100. Hodinott 1975, 103-4; cf. Wanke 1990, 36. 

101. On this crux, see Judeich 1891, 9 with n. 2, 12 with n. 1-2, who tries to explain the 
double mention with an elaborate account but is refuted by Runkel 1903, 22-23. Runkel, in 
turn, believes that the first notice signals Valens's departure from Melanthias; cf. Nagl, “Val.,” 
2133; Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 446; Wolfram 1977, 240; Wanke 1990, 178-84. Austin 1972a, 
81, is on firmer ground when he argues that the move from Melanthias was contingent on 
Valens's decision to engage the Goths independently of Gratian; cf. Speidel 1996b, 435 n. 3. 

102. AM 31.12.2. 

103. AM 31.12.39. Seeck, Untergang, 105, with 472, originally took Nike to be north of Adri- 
anople in the Tonsus valley. He is followed by Hoffmann 1969-70, 2: 186 n. 160; Wolfram 1988, 
124. Judeich 1891, 9, had already demonstrated, however, that it was in fact east-southeast of 
the city, on the road to Constantinople. He is followed by Runkel 1903, 22; cf. Wanke 1990, 
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action were encouraged by a mistaken report from scouts who claimed to 
have seen only 10,000 men in the Gothic army assembled nearby.!?* This, 
too, reflects the perils of dealing with a group fragmented into a variety of 
semi-independent units: the 10,000 they saw were, as Ammianus implies, only 
a small part of the total fighting contingent that would later assemble.!® 
On the day before battle, August 8, Fritigern sent a Christian presbyter as an 
envoy to Valens’s camp outside Adrianople. He presented a note asking that 
the Goths should be granted Thrace with its crops and livestock in return for 
a “perpetual peace.” He also bore a secret dispatch from Fritigern to the ef- 
fect that Valens could frighten the barbarians into submission ifonly he would 
range his army against them. The embassy was sent away empty-handed.!° 
On August 9, Valens left the imperial entourage and treasury in the city 
and marched his army across rough terrain to the Gothic camp, probably 
near the modern Demirhanlı, about seventeen kilometers east-northeast of 
Adrianople.!” In the early afternoon, they caught sight of the wagons of the 
enemy drawn up in a circle. While the Romans ranged for battle, the bar- 
barians sent another peace embassy to their camp. This was at least partly 
motivated by Fritigern’s awareness that the forces under Alatheus and 
Saphrax were away from the main barbarian core and had not yet responded 
to an order to return. There was also an element of strategy involved; Frit- 
igern apparently hoped to wear down the Romans by detaining them in the 
hotsun while he temporized, and even had brushfires kindled to irritate them 
with smoke. Once again Valens rejected his embassy, this time because its 
representatives were of lowly origin.!° Fritigern responded with a third em- 
bassy calling for an exchange of noble hostages and further negotiations. 
Valens finally agreed, probably sensing that the fatigue of the August sun 
had exhausted his men. The western general Richomer prepared to be sent 
to the Gothic camp with proofs of his rank and birth.!? What happened next 
is slightly unclear because of a lacuna in Ammianus’s account, but where it 


104. AM 31.12.3—7; Zos. 4.23.6-24.1. Cf. Solari 1932a. 

105. Austin and Rankov 1995, 40-67, 214-43, have demonstrated that Roman tactical in- 
telligence was generally quite good, that intelligence gathering improved in the fourth cen- 
tury, and that intelligence gathering before Adrianople was largely effective. The failure of 
Valens’s procursatores to establish the full size of the barbarian forces on August 8 should thus 
be attributed to the confusing fragmentation of the band rather than the ineptitude of the scouts. 

106. AM 31.12.8-9. Cesa 1984, 76; 1994, 28, points out that this agreement would have 
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pen, but that the Romans were not prepared to accept in 378. 

107. Dated at AM 31.12.10; Cons. Const. s.a. 378; Soc. 4.38.7. For the location, see Runkel 
1903, 33-36, modified by Wanke 1990, 214-17; cf. Cons. Const. s.a. 378, twelve miles from 
Adrianople. 

108. AM 31.12.11-13. 

109. AM 31.12.14-15. The imperfect pergebat must be translated as inchoative (was about 
to set out) if it is to be reconciled with 31.12.17: “nusquam ire permissi.” 
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picks up again, Valens's sagittariiand scutariimade an impetuous foray against 
the barbarians and then beat a hasty retreat. Richomer thus never got far in 
his embassy before battle erupted. This was probably welcomed by the Goths, 
whose cavalry forces under Alatheus and Saphrax had just returned and 
rushed onto the scene with devastating effect.!!? 

Ammianus’s account of the battle is heavily overlaid with dramatic em- 
bellishments, but it preserves an outline that allows some reconstruction of 
events. Valens’s cavalry was quickly put to flight by the unexpected onslaught 
ofthe Greuthungi horsemen under Alatheus and Saphrax. His left wing had 
advanced as far as the Gothic camp, but because of the desertion of his cav- 
alry, it was easily outflanked, surrounded, and crushed. The right wing 
fought on but eventually collapsed late in the afternoon and was slaugh- 
tered.!!! By the end of the day, two-thirds of the Roman soldiers had been 
lost, most of them infantry—and the cavalry had fled. As Themistius would 
later remark, “an entire army disappeared like a shadow."!? Dietrich Hoff 
mann has pinpointed and cataloged sixteen units from the eastern army 
that were completely obliterated. These included two cavalry vexillations 
(500 men each), nine mobile legions (1,000 men each), and five auxiliary 
infantry units (800 men each), for a total of 14,000 casualties. To this figure 
must be added the 6,000-1 2,000 lost from units that were only partially de- 
stroyed, giving a total of 20,000-26,000 Roman dead out of the 30,000- 
40,000 men that Valens commanded at the start of battle.!!? These included 
thirty-five military tribunes, the tribunus stabuli and cura palatii, Aequitius 
and Valerianus, and the magistri militum Traianus and Sebastianus.!!* The 
eastern army was thus devastated. Of the fifty mobile units with which Valens 
had begun his reign in 364, fourteen had been transferred west in 369-71, 
and sixteen had been lost at Adrianople. Only twenty remained, and those 
were severely weakened.!!° 

Valens was killed with his men, although how exactly he died is a matter of 
debate. Ammianus reports two versions that were current when he wrote in 
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113. Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 449-457. For Valens's troop strength at the start of battle, see 
Schmidt 1934, 408; Stein 1959, 518-19 n. 189; Wolfram 1988, 124; Williams and Friell 1994, 
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the early 3908. According to the first, in the midst of the melee, Valens took 
refuge among the Mattiarii et Lanciarii. As these grew weak, Traianus called 
for auxiliaries to be brought. Victor went in search of the Batavi, but he was 
unable to find them and fled the battlefield. He was followed by Richomer 
and Saturninus. Valens, now deserted by most of his commanders, was never 
seen again. Ammianus says it was conjectured that he was hit by an arrow and 
fell amid the slaughter where his corpse was never recovered.!!° He also re- 
ports a second story, according to which Valens was hit by an arrow but was 
able to retreat with some bodyguards and attendants to a fortified house 
nearby. A group of Goths approached to plunder the place without knowing 
that the emperor was inside. When they were shot at from its upper story, they 
set the house ablaze, and the emperor died in the fire. A single bodyguard, 
who jumped out of the burning building, escaped to relate the tale.'!7 Am- 
mianus does not inform us which account he believed, although an earlier 
reference to the portentous cries of "Let Valens be burned alive!" by the An- 
tiochenes before Valens's death may indicate his preference for the latter.!!? 

This was certainly the version preferred in the source tradition. The Epito- 
me de Caesaribus reports only this version, as does Zosimus.!!? So, too, only 
this version appears in the ecclesiastical historians Rufinus, Sozomen, Theo- 
doret, and Philostorgius.!?? Ultimately, the conflagration story became ca- 
nonical because it perfectly suited historians—pagan and Christian—wishing 
to portray Valens's death as divine punishment for the emperor's religious 
persecutions.!?! Its aptness for such an interpretation and its gothic morbidity 
naturally call the story into question. But its confirmation in separate tradi- 
tions, its circumstantial detail, and its claim to eyewitness testimony render 
it perfectly plausible. If it is a fabrication of hostile sources, it had found its 
way into the tradition within five years after Valens's death, because both 
Jerome and Chrysostom report it before 382.!?? 

Nevertheless, Ammianus's first version, which is, as he admits, specula- 
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tion based on Valens’s total disappearance, also has external confirmation. 
Indeed, the earliest source for Valens’s death, Libanius’s oration 24 (a. 379), 
tells a story like it. Libanius portrays Valens nobly refusing to ride free of 
the fray when he realized that the day was lost. It seems that Libanius’s 
sources reported only Valens’s total disappearance, and Libanius embell- 
ished this with conjectural details.!* Curiously, the ecclesiastical historian 
Socrates, like Ammianus, reports both the conflagration and the disap- 
pearance story. The fact that Socrates, a Nicene with obvious reasons for 
bias, chose not to privilege either account indicates that he believed there 
was no good touchstone by which to judge.!?* We would do well to follow 
his lead. In either case, the fact that Valens remained unburied was a supreme 
humiliation.!*> His end at Adrianople would be the most significant event 
of his career. It brought a closure to his reign that would allow him no es- 
cape from the sins of his imperial past. It guaranteed that history would view 
Valens with a jaundiced eye. 


THE REASONS FOR THE COLLAPSE OF THE GOTHIC SETTLEMENT 


Any attempt to reconstruct the origins of the collapse of the Gothic settle- 
ment are necessarily speculative. The agreement between Valens and the 
Goths fell apart for a variety of complex and interrelated reasons, no one of 
which can be pinpointed as a single cause. Moreover, the sources on the 
agreement are fragmentary and often contradictory, and their difficulties 
are magnified by the fact that the arrangement disintegrated before it was 
ever fully implemented. Even so, we can at least in outline reconstruct both 
the agreement and the reasons for its failure with some degree of accuracy. 

Much of the modern debate has focused on the nature of the agreement 
by which the Goths were settled in 376: was ita deditio or a foedus??? Relying 
on legalistic definitions, researchers have defined the two in contradistinction 
to each other. Under the former, the subject peoples (dediticii) submitted un- 
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conditionally, usually after a defeat in battle. They could thus be split off from 
tribal and family units for redistribution on estates as slaves or semi-servile 
coloni. Foederati, in contrast, remained as yet unconquered and were thus 
treated more honorably. Under foedera, barbarians were relocated in ethni- 
callyhomogeneous groups as freeholders on their own land and perhaps with 
their own leaders.!?7 Because the sources report that the Tervingi were called 
on to surrender their weapons in 376—the most common sign of a deditio— 
it has generally been assumed that they entered the empire as dediticü.'?® 

In his provocative study of the Goths, Peter Heather, has demonstrated that 
such terminology and the typologies associated with it are anachronistic. Dedi- 
tio (surrender) was part—at least ceremonially—of every treaty agreement, 
even in cases where peoples had not been defeated in battle.!?° The best way 
to determine the nature of a resettlement treaty is thus not to slot it into 
modern taxonomies but to examine its specifics. With regard to the 376 
agreement, Heather has shown convincingly that the Goths received surpris- 
ingly favorable terms from the Romans—indeed, that they played a serious 
role in determining the nature of their resettlement. Ammianus reports that 
Alavivus and Fritigern’s Tervingi requested and received permission to be 
relocated to the rich farmlands in Thracia—that is, the diocese of Thrace.!?? 
The fact that they had input into the selection of this location indicates that 
this provision was not simply dictated by Valens. Similarly, Ammianus hints 
that the Goths were to retain some measure of control over the troops they 
would send to serve the Romans as auxiliaries, another sign of less than total 
submission.!?! And, as was customary in such arrangements, oaths were taken 
and hostages given, another sign that the Goths remained independent 
enough to require some surety for good behavior.'?? To this list we might add 
that the Tervingi were allowed to bring wagons and perhaps household pos- 
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132. For oaths, see Eunap. Hist. fr. 48.2 (Blockley). For hostages, see Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 
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sessions and slaves with them, since these show up in their retinues after 
376.'?° This indicates that they were to be settled as independent farmers, 
not sold off as slaves. Moreover, the agreement allowed the Romans to cross 
north of the Danube and help transport the Tervingi over on boats.!?* This 
should have eased the process of transfer, although it did not. At any rate, the 
settlement was anything but unilaterally dictated: the Goths were clearly given 
a voice in their future and were—at least by the terms of the agreement— 
to be treated with more dignity than mere battle captives or slaves. 
Although Heather has done much to advance our understanding of the 
376 agreement and of resettlement agreements in general, he has perhaps 
pushed too far in his case for pro-Gothic terms. He has argued, for exam- 
ple, that the Goths were to be resettled as laeti, semiautonomous barbarians 
relocated in large groups on freehold lands.!?? But the sources make it clear 
that the Goths were to be broken up and scattered across various “parts of 
Thrace," not relocated en masse.!?6 Moreover, Heather has built a case that 
the Goths were not required to surrender their weapons on rather shaky 
ground. In the absence of solid evidence that they were allowed to keep their 
arms, he holds that a priori they would never have agreed to disarm on en- 
tering an empire with which they had a “long history of conflict." This is 
hardly conclusive, especially when Eunapius and Zosimus state explicitly that 
the Roman commanders had been ordered to disarm the Goths.!?’ Here, 
Heather holds, the report is mistaken. After all, in typically moralizing fash- 
ion, Eunapius and Zosimus attribute the failure of this disarmament order 
to the avarice of the commanders Lupicinus and Maximus, who were more 
interested in acquiring slaves than disarming barbarians as they crossed the 
Danube. Ammianus, notes Heather, only mentions this sort of abuse in an 
incident he locates some time after the Goths had already crossed, a possi- 
ble indication that Eunapius's and Zosimus's report is confused on this point 
and not to be trusted.!?® In the same passage, though, Ammianus insists that 
this incident was only one of many such occurrences.!?” Heather thus over- 
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interprets Ammianus’s silence on earlier misbehavior. As positive evidence 
that the Goths were allowed to retain arms, Heather cites Ammianus’s lament 
that they poured over the frontier in “columns of armed men spreading like 
the sparks of Etna.” Here, however, Ammianus alludes to Vergil in a highly 
rhetorical aside that is clearly not meant to be taken as a comment on the 
terms of the agreement of 376.1% In fact, Ammianus says nothing explicit 
at all on the terms of 376. His reticence is regrettable, but should not be 
given heuristic weight. Eunapius and Zosimus must be believed when they 
say that the Goths were required to disarm. 

Even if we accept Ammianus’s comment on the “columns of armed men” 
as relevant to the 376 agreement, it does not imply that the Goths were per- 
mitted by the agreement to keep their weapons: in fact, if many Tervingi did 
retain their arms, they did so despite the resettlement terms.!*! This was in 
part because of the corruption of the Roman command, as Eunapius and 
Zosimus hold. Above all, however, it would have stemmed from the logistics 
of searching thousands of refugees in the chaotic circumstances of the 376 
crossing. The number of barbarians was so large that all manner of craft were 
used to transport them over the Danube, including hollowed-out logs, many 
of which capsized in the swollen river.!? The disorder that ensued could eas- 
ily have allowed many to reach Roman soil with their weapons in contra- 
vention of their agreement. Moreover, although the Romans could exert 
some control over the weaponry of the Tervingi, the Greuthungi, Taifali, 
Alans, and Huns—who crossed without Roman supervision before joining 
the Gothic band—were obviously able to bring weapons with total impunity. 
Ammianus’s lament is thus appropriate, even though there was an order to 
disarm. Not surprisingly, later indications make it clear that the order had 
been at least somewhat effective. In the years after 376, the Goths were so 
short on arms that they needed to raid arms depots, reuse Roman projec- 
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tiles, and plunder Roman casualties.'® The disarmament order thus had 
some impact, although ultimately it did not prevent the assembly of a large 
band of armed barbarians on Roman soil. Heather is thus right to argue that 
many provisions of the agreement were favorable to the Goths. The treaty 
was not, however, as conciliatory as he has claimed: the Tervingi had agreed 
to the surrender of their arms and the division of their group for resettle- 
ment, but were given some say in the location of that resettlement and the 
terms of their service in the Roman army. Although they would be subject 
to the empire, they were to be treated with some degree of respect. 

Heather’s arguments on the terms of the agreement are part of a larger 
effort to explain the collapse of the Gothic settlement as a result of mutual 
distrust. Valens accepted the Goths because he was simply unable to prevent 
them from entering the empire, Heather argues.!^* Nevertheless, the em- 
peror intended— or at least hoped—to force them into submission once they 
had crossed the Danube by restricting their food supply and depriving them 
of leaders. The Goths, however, were not as desperate as our sources imply, 
Heather contends. There was actually some time lag between the Hunnic 
invasion and the Gothic crossing of the Danube, during which the Goths 
were able to organize defenses and, when these failed, deliberate about their 
future course of action.! ^? Moreover, Eunapius reports that, while still in their 
own territory, the Goths had entered into a secret pact to overthrow all Ro- 
mans, a sign that they harbored plans to resist cooperation all along.!“° This 
would seem to be born out by Ammianus's notice that Fritigern deliberately 
slowed the march of his people to Marcianople to allow the Greuthungi time 
to catch up with them.!*’ By Heather's reckoning, then, the Tervingi and 
Greuthungi were "two organized Gothic groups who had made a careful de- 
cision to move into imperial territory."!4? 

Here again, Heather has advanced our understanding of the issues but 
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to recycle Roman projectiles at Adrianople (31.15.11). They raided the fabrica at Constantinople 
in 378 (AM 31.16.7) and attempted in 376 to raid Adrianople, where there was also a fabrica 
(AM 31.6.3). On fabricae in the Balkans, see Velkov 1983, 179. 
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has carried the argument too far. Valens certainly was under strong pressure 
from circumstances to accept the Tervingi: when the Goths came knocking, 
he was keeping a lid on Isauria with one hand and fending off Shapur with 
the other. But, as we have seen, this does not negate the fact that he had 
strong reasons to believe that he stood to benefit from the Gothic resettle- 
ment. Ammianus’s note that he hoped to reinforce his army while increas- 
ing revenue from recruitment taxes is well supported by a variety of contem- 
porary sources and should not be so lightly dismissed as mere propaganda. 
So, too, the fact that the Goths were able to organize defenses against the 
Huns tells us nothing about their condition when they finally decided to beg 
for entry into the empire. Even granting that they were not as desperate as 
the sources imply, they hardly remained well organized and defiant. More- 
over, Heather himself admits that Eunapius’s note on the barbarian vow to 
destroy Rome is not a solid support for his case. Rather, it is a classic exam- 
ple of the anti-Gothic paranoia that permeates Eunapius’s Histories, a post 
eventum conspiracy theory that tries to explain a foreign policy debacle as a 
pre-planned cabal.? The only indication to the contrary, Fritigern’s coor- 
dination of his march to Marcianople with the Greuthungi, is also misap- 
plied in this instance. According to Ammianus, Fritigern only began coop- 
erating with the Greuthungi aflercrossing the Danube and after he had begun 
to experience the exploitation of the Roman commanders who were sup- 
posed to be helping his people.!?! This was no organized conspiracy but a 
natural reaction to a real and present threat. 

Above all, Heather’s argument falters because it does not take into ac- 
count the fact that, while the Romans and the Tervingi must have been sus- 
picious of one another, they at least initially had reasons for mutual trust. 
Here we must remember that Ammianus clearly says that Valens granted 
permission to cross only to the followers Fritigern and Alavivus. When 
Vitheric’s Greuthungi requested asylum, they were flatly denied; Athanaric 
took this as a sign that his followers would also be rejected and returned to 
the Carpathians."? During the course of negotiations, Roman troops actu- 
ally attacked a Gothic group that tried to force an early entry, and in the 
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early stages of the settlement, riparian reinforcements were stationed to pre- 
vent crossings by unauthorized bands.!? The immigration was thus, at least 
in its conception, controlled and limited to a specified group, Alavivus’s and 
Fritigern’s Tervingi. 

This was not accidental, for, as noted earlier, the Tervingi confederation 
had split in the years since 369, and Valens had reestablished contact with 
Fritigern and his followers.!°4 He had offered Fritigern asylum when the 
Gothic reiks was first defeated by Athanaric and later supplied him with mil- 
itary aid to help Fritigern return and defeat Athanaric. In thanksgiving for 
Valens’s aid, Fritigern had converted to Christianity and had insisted that 
his followers do the same.!?? The fact that Fritigern was already Christian 
probably played a role in Valens’s decision to grant him the right to reset- 
tlement in 376. It is certainly true that Fritigern used Christian intermedi- 
aries in subsequent negotiations, a sign of his awareness of the power of this 
link. 156 

There may even be evidence that Valens had resumed the payment of trib- 
ute to this group of Tervingi. Some of the largest gold medallions extant in 
the world—the biggest weighing a pound—were minted by Valens between 
370 and 378 and shipped into Gothia (fig. 17).!°” Although the originals do 
not survive, barbarian copies have turned up in what was at the time Ter- 
vingi territory at Simleul Silvaniei.!?® If, as Themistius indicates and the coin 
finds confirm, Valens strictly implemented his no-tribute policy against the 
Goths after 369, it seems odd that these prize pieces—clearly not simple trade 
goods—should have found their way across the Danube. Their presence in 
Gothic territory becomes easier to explain, however, if Valens reestablished 
diplomatic contact with at least some of the Tervingi after 369. Although it 
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Figure 17. Nimbate emperor approaches turreted female (Antioch?). Medallion of 
Antioch. RIC 9.282.37. Courtesy Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna. 


can only remain speculation, it is certainly possible that Fritigern or his fol- 
lowers were the original recipients. If so, they were treated quite favorably, 
indeed, well before they chose to enter the empire. 

The 376 agreement was not, then, doomed from its inception by the hid- 
den agendas and concealed animosity of its negotiators. On the contrary, it 
represented the continuation of an alliance between two parties who had 
benefited each other in the past and hoped to continue to do so in the fu- 
ture. Why, then, did the agreement so dramatically collapse? The answer, I 
would contend, lies in the way the resettlement was carried out. As stated 
unanimously in the sources, the abuses perpetrated on the Gothic settlers 
by the Roman riparian units charged with their resettlement led to a rebel- 
lion, which exploded out of control. To be sure, such brutal techniques were 
quite commonly used to resettle barbarians and had often proved effective 
in pacifying smaller groups. In the instance of 376, however, when too few 
Romans were attempting to coerce far too many barbarians into submission, 
these same techniques backfired. 

Orderly relocations of non-Romans within Roman territory had been en- 
gineered since the early empire. Such settlements had been common be- 
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ginning in the time of Augustusand continued with increasing frequency into 
the later empire. We know of four along the Danube in the first two centuries 
A.D. and another eleven between A.D. 250 and 376.159 We have seen that 
Valens himself had organized the settlement of a small group of 3,000 Ter- 
vingi in Thrace in 365/66, and Gratian’s general Frigeridus effected a simi- 
lar arrangement in the midst of the conflicts in 377 by transferring a group 
of Greuthungi and Taifali to lands in northern Italy.!® Ultimately, even the 
main body of rebellious Goths was “settled” on Roman territory by the terms 
of the treaty of 382, although their arrangement was up to that time unique 
in the degree of autonomy granted to the barbarians.!9! Barbarian settlements 
were thus commonplace. Moreover, most were touted in imperial propaganda 
for precisely the reasons Valens used to promote his own agreement: they 
simultaneously provided agricultural laborers, increased tribute, and intro- 
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duced new military manpower.!6? When Constantius II considered whether 
to allow the Limigantes to relocate in Illyricum in 359, for example, his ad- 
visers encouraged the transfer, arguing that “[n]ow that foreign troubles were 
quieted and peace made everywhere, he would gain more child-producing 
subjects to be able to muster a strong force of recruits; for the provincials are 
glad to contribute gold to save their bodies.”!™ All of this should caution 
against assumptions that Valens faced the circumstances of 376 with reluc- 
tance or trepidation. He was doing something quite normal for the period— 
indeed, something he had already done previously, ifon a much smaller scale. 

It was also normal for troubles to arise during the process of resettlement. 
Constantius’s attempt to resettle the Limigantes, for example, eventually ex- 
ploded into chaos. The similarities between this incident and the troubles 
in 376 are marked and thus call for a brief examination. The Limigantes ap- 
pealed to riparian authorities and were permitted to cross the Danube under 
the supervision of Roman troops. The Romans established a stockade near 
Acimincum to receive the barbarians, and Constantius was himself present 
to deliver an address to the refugees. During his speech, the Limigantes were 
heard uttering their war cry, and Ammianus reports that they set upon Con- 
stantius. Roman troops had been posted at the rear of the stockade in case 
anything like this happened, and these quickly descended on the Limigantes 
and slaughtered them indiscriminately.!% The incident shows both the de- 
gree of tension that prevailed in the early stages of resettlements and the 
readiness of the Romans to annihilate refugees if trouble arose. 

Because it is reported by Ammianus with uniquely developed detail, Con- 
stantius’s run-in with the Limigantes seems striking. The evidence indicates, 
however, that both in the immediate aftermath of submission and in places 
and periods at some remove, uprisings were common among peoples un- 
dergoing enforced Romanization. In the first century A.D., these occurred 
regularly when Rome imposed provincial authority on peoples still living 
within their native territory.!® As imperial boundaries became more de- 
fined, the problems shifted from subduing and reforming native groups on 
their own land to transferring them within Romanized territories, which 
was equally prone to difficulties. In A.D. 171, for example, some Quadi set- 
tled in Italy by Marcus Aurelius broke into revolt and seized the city of Ra- 
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venna.!°® A group of Franks settled in the empire under Probus revolted, 
seized some ships, and embarked on a piratical tour of the Mediterranean, 
which eventually ended beyond the straits of Gibraltar.!97 In the fourth cen- 
tury, aside from the eruptions of 359 and 376, we know of two other instances 
where non-Roman groups transferred to Roman territory rose in revolt. Af- 
ter one of his Gothic wars, Constantine resettled a group of Taifali in Phry- 
gia, who rebelled, obliging the emperor to dispatch three military units to 
quash them.!® In 399, a group of Goths also settled in Phrygia broke into 
revolt under their leader Tribigild and ravaged much of central Anatolia. 
Zosimus informs us that all the barbarians in the region flocked to Tribig- 
ild's forces rather than defending their new Roman neighbors.!° Troubles 
were thus hardly unusual among barbarians undergoing forced resettlement 
and reorganization in Roman territory. 

By Valens's day, however, the Roman authorities were well practiced at these 
relocations and applied techniques that generally succeeded in diffusing 
threats: they demanded hostages,!” directly recruited able-bodied men into 
military service, separated leaders from their peoples or killed them,!” trans- 
ported the peoples a safe distance from their homelands,!” and split them 
into smaller groups to effect the disintegration of tribal structures.!” All of 
these techniques were used in varying degrees in 376. All of them also re- 
quired the exertion of force and must have provoked tension and resentment 
when they were introduced. Indeed, despite their general effectiveness in dif- 
fusing the threat of large-scale revolt, these resettlement techniques could eas- 
ily have provoked the troubles they were designed to prevent. 

Given what we know about the harsh treatment of non-Roman groups by 
the late Roman military, it should come as no surprise that such groups of- 
ten rebelled. Indeed, it would have been easy for peoples undergoing reset- 
tlement to sense that they were only one step away from extermination. The 
Romans always regarded barbarians as expendable and never hesitated to seize 
opportunities to eliminate them, as when Constantius’s men exterminated 
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the Limigantes in 359. In 370, Valentinian’s magister peditum, Severus, violated 
a safe-passage agreement he had made with a group of Saxons and annihi- 
lated them. Ammianus regarded the device as “insidious but useful.”! In 386, 
another safe passage agreement was being negotiated with some Greuthungi 
who wished to cross the Danube as settlers when the magister equitum Promo- 
tus set a trap for them. He sent spies to encourage the barbarians to attempt 
a clandestine night crossing and, when the Greuthungi took the bait, he killed 
them all. Theodosius later celebrated the treacherous plot with a triumph in 
Constantinople.!” Roman military authorities thus had no qualms about 
reneging on diplomatic agreements or shifting into extermination mode in 
the early stages of relocation. This must have been evident to the settlers and 
would surely have increased the sort of tensions that could lead to rebellion. 

Nor could barbarian groups expect an end to mistreatment once they had 
begun to be integrated into Roman state structures. In the mid 380s, the lo- 
cal Roman commander at Tomi ambushed a group of Gothic troops gar- 
risoned outside his city and exterminated all but a few who took refuge in a 
church.!” Another clash occurred when Theodosius attempted to effect an 
exchange between a group of trans-Danubians with some Egyptian troops. 
The Egyptians crossed paths with the barbarians in Lydian Philadelphia, and, 
when a row broke out, they stabbed or drowned over two hundred of the 
foreignersin the sewers.177 Finally, some ofthe Goths who had been received 
in 376 and transferred to the eastern frontier as junior troops (adcrescentes) 
attracted attention when they began agitating after learning of the fate of 
their families back in Thrace. In early 379, the magister militum per Orientem 
Julius cool-headedly ordered these to assemble in certain cities, where he 
promised to deliver their pay. When the Goths came as called, the Romans 
waited for a fixed day and then massacred the barbarians to a man.!”® Bar- 
barian groups were thus constantly confronted with hostility and often re- 
mained only a hair's breadth from outright annihilation. 

Hostility came not only from imperial authorities but from all native Ro- 
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mans who had contact with the foreigners. The assault ofthe Adrianopolitans 
on the Gothic auxiliary troops of Sueridas and Colias offers a perfect case in 
point. It had taken very little provocation from the barbarians to bring on the 
wrath of the massed local citizenry.!”? Under Theodosius, a Goth was singled 
out, lynched, and tossed into the sea by the angry citizens of Constantinople.!9? 
The German general Butheric was killed in Thessalonica during a stadium 
riot in 390.18! And in 400, the Goths living in Constantinople were attacked 
by the citizenry and 7,000 of them were burned alive in a church.!*? Popular 
violence against barbarians inside Roman territory was thus commonplace. 

For this reason, we should hesitate to dismiss the significance of the vio- 
lence and abuse reported in our sources for the settlement of 376. Even 
though Valens and Fritigern had reasons to hope for mutual benefits, the co- 
ercion so common in resettlement situations and the nervousness of the bar- 
barians in the face of open hostility undermined any chances for success. Part 
of this was systematic: the Romans regularly mangled barbarian social and 
family structures to facilitate relocation and, when the slightest problem arose, 
regularly exterminated the refugee groups they had planned to relocate. Part 
of the violence was also endemic, rooted in a Roman discomfort about the 
presence of non-Romans in their territories. Thus tensions remained even 
after peoples had been relocated, leading to open attacks against barbarian 
groups and individuals. When the Tervingi suffered repression at the hands 
of Lupicinus and Maximus in 376, they were experiencing what all barbar- 
ian settlers must have encountered in varying degrees. Whether Valens had 
actually ordered his generals to treat the Tervingi as they did or the generals 
were acting on their own instincts, we cannot know.!?? Clearly, however, the 
techniques of repression that both they—and Valens—would have regarded 
as acceptable played a major role in provoking the Gothic rebellion. 

Even so, the troubles need not have mushroomed into the disaster they 
did had the number of barbarians involved not been so great. Here again, 
Constantius's extermination of the Limigantes in 359 offers a good case for 
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comparison. As stressed above, Valens believed he could control the Gothic 
migration by limiting permission to cross to a group with whose leader he had 
already established ties. When the repression these Tervingi faced provoked 
revolt, Valens and his men might still have hoped to control or exterminate 
them had the group they faced been limited only to Fritigern’s Tervingi. In 
the event, they had not taken account of the gravity of the situation provoked 
by the Huns north of the Danube. Even while his mobile army was tied up on 
an eastern frontier rife with its own problems, Valens entrusted his limited ri- 
parian forces in Thrace with a task they were in no way capable of handling. 
The flood of barbarians that poured in after the Tervingi broke into rebel- 
lion swelled the original group with Greuthungi, Alans, Huns, and Taifali. This 
was a horde like none the empire had seen since the third century, and Valens’s 
stopgap efforts to combat itin 376 and 377 only exacerbated the situation by 
robbing him of the men he lost in these unsuccessful preliminary engage- 
ments. By the time Valens himself came onto the scene, the problem had 
grown from a rebellion among a limited group of settlers into a full-scale in- 
vasion by a gargantuan, multiethnic horde. The problem was thus above all 
one of numbers. Valens might have contained Fritigern's Tervingi alone, but 
he could never hope to control the masses that coalesced around them. 

In light of this, itis natural to wonder precisely how many barbarians there 
were. Ammianus relates that the Tervingi crossing took several days and 
nights to complete, and that the officials charged with reckoning the num- 
bers gave up in despair. He, too, despairs of precision, saying that to make 
such an estimate would be like reckoning the sands of Libya.!5* The only his- 
torian bold enough to specify a figure, Eunapius, claims that the barbarians 
who fled to the Danube numbered almost 200,000 a figure that has often 
been dismissed as artificially inflated.!®° This may, however, be unfair, espe- 
cially if the number is taken as an indication of the total who eventually 
crossed, rather than the number of Tervingi alone. Previous Roman settle- 
ments tended to be relatively small, generally under 10,000, where figures 
are given.!^^ However, there exist claims for relocations involving 50,000 


184. AM 31.4.5-6; cf. 31.7.2, 31.8.9; Vita Isaaci 5 (Acta sanctorum Maii 7: 602): drreipw Andeı. 

185. Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley). The part of Eunapius's text relating to the number of 
Goths (Blockley 1981-83, 2: 60, ll. 4-5) is not secure; it may either convey the total number 
of barbarians or the total number of barbarian warriors. Based on the latter reading, Schmidt 
1934, 403, rightly regards Eunapius's estimate as impossible, although his own estimate of 18,000 
warriors is surely too low. Similarly low figures are manufactured at Paschoud 2.2: 375 n. 149; 
Austin 1972a, 83; Heather 1991, 139 n. 44; Nicasie 1998, 244-45. Eunapius's figure is taken 
to represent the total number of barbarians and thus accepted at Nagl, “Val.,” 2119; A. H. M. 
Jones 1964, 195; Burns 1973, 337. 

186. Dio Cass. 71.21 (3,000 Naristae); AE 1920, 45 (12,000 Dacians); Herodian 6.4.6 (400 
Persians); AM 17.8.3-4; Lib. Or. 18.75, 15.32 (1,000 Franks); Zos. 4.10.1 with AM 26.10.3 (3,000 
Tervingi). 
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“Getae,” 100,000 “Transdanuviani,” the same number of Bastarnae, and as 
many as 300,000 Sarmatians and the same number of Naristae.'#” It would 
not be unthinkable that the Tervingi numbered 80,000 men, women, and 
children, including 15,000-20,000 men of fighting age. If we add to these 
an equal number of Greuthungi and a smaller mix of Taifali, Alans, and Huns 
(ca. 20,000-30,000), we could easily arrive at “almost 200,000.” Caesar reck- 
oned that 368,000 Helvetii attempted to migrate into Aquitania in 58 p.c.15? 
A group totaling 200,000 men, women, and children is thus hardly un- 
thinkable, and would have been able to muster an army of 40,000 to 50,000 
warriors, a bit larger than the Roman force they defeated at Adrianople.!®° 
This *Gothic band" was able to sustain tremendous losses in the seven years 
of continuous engagements and punishing migrations they endured between 
376 and 382 and still retain a sufficient fighting force to win deep conces- 
sions from Theodosius. To do so, they must have been very numerous to start 
with, so the figure of 200,000 is not beyond reason. 


THE REASONS FOR THE DISASTER AT ADRIANOPLE 


Untangling the roots of a military disaster as complex as Adrianople is no 
easy task. Its causes could be attributed to a host of factors, including 
weather conditions, miscalculations of relative strength, improper training, 
strategic errors preceding the battle, and tactical errors. No account could 
completely reconstruct a single causal chain that would satisfactorily explain 
the interplay of all these elements, but any history that hopes to fill out the 
bare bones of narrative must grapple with causality. It is thus necessary to 
examine the battle of Adrianople with an eye to the factors that may have 
contributed to its catastrophic outcome. 

The most obvious causes of the Roman defeat are, of course, the tactical 
and strategic errors made in the days and hours before the battle itself. Valens 
chose not to await the arrival of eastern reinforcements; he acted on in- 
sufficient information about the strength of the Gothic force; he chose to 
march his troops some seventeen kilometers east of his base on a hot August 


187. On the Getae, see Strabo 303 (pre A.D. 4). On Transdanubiani, see CIL 14.3608 = ILS 
986 (A.D. 60/67). On Bastarnae, see SHA Prob. 18.1 (A.D. 276/80). On Sarmatians, see Exc. 
Val. 6 [32] (A.D. 334). On Naristae, see Dio Cass. 72.21 (A.D. 180). Cf. 40,000 Suevi and Sug- 
ambri at Suet. Aug. 21.1; Tib. 9.2; Eutr. 7.9; Oros. 6.21.24. 

188. Caes. BG 1.29. 

189. On Valens's forces, see p. 339. Williams and Friell (1994, 178-79) argue at length for 
20-25,000 barbarian warriors, but their figures are based on common sense rather than the 
sources. The Alamannic confederation was able to muster 35,000 warriors at Strasbourg in 357 
(AM 16.12.26), Gratian faced 40,000 Lentienses in 378 (AM 31.10.5), and Constantius Lis said 
to have defeated as many as 60,000 Alamanni in 298 (Eutr. 9.23; cf. Pan. Lat. 6 [71.6.3 with 
Nixon and Rodgers 1994, 225 n. 25). 
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day, but, once in range, delayed the engagement to carry on negotiations 
while his men languished; his own units seem to have brought on an un- 
welcome battle when they broke a truce; and, when the Greuthungi horse- 
men unexpectedly arrived early in the conflict, his cavalry fled, leaving the 
unprotected infantry to be surrounded. All of these elements combined with 
deadly effect on August 9.19? 

Nevertheless, the story stretches back much earlier. Valens waited a full 
year after the outbreak of the initial revolt to come west. Ammianus believed 
this was too long, and other sources confirm that Valens came late and un- 
der compulsion.!?! We have already seen the reasons for this in chapter 4. 
Valens had faced a crisis in Isauria in 375, another with the Arabs from late 
377 on, and a much larger conflict with the Sassanians at the same time. The 
Goths, whom he had hoped would help him diffuse some of these crises, in- 
stead added a fourth complication, which stretched Valens's capacities be- 
yond their limits. Valens's presence, or atleast the presence oflarge numbers 
of troops, was needed in four places at once. To deal with the new problem, 
Valens was forced to remove garrisons from Isauria, settle a truce with Per- 
sia and the Arabs, withdraw his forces in the east, and petition Gratian to 
send reinforcements from the west. 

This last request was filled only with the greatest reluctance. In 377, Gra- 
tian sent men from Gaul under the command of Richomer, and from Il- 
lyricum under the comes Frigeridus. The number of units—Ammianus calls 
them cohortes aliquas— cannot have been great (perhaps 6,000 men), and the 
Gallic units Gratian sent were apparently of the worst quality.!”? On the way 
to Moesia and Scythia, Frigeridus decided not to participate in the opera- 
tion, feigned an illness, and turned back.!?? Richomer continued on and met 
with Valens's men at Ad Salices, but his reinforcements were not sufficient 
to tip the scales in favor of the Romans. Once he had seen the power of the 
Goths, though, Richomer became aware of the threat they posed and has- 
tened back to Gratian to request further reinforcements immediately.!?* 
Again Frigeridus was sent east in 378, only to withdraw to Illyricum. Later 
that year, rather than joining Valens's forces for the conflict at Adrianople, 
he remained at the Succi pass protecting the road west until he was relieved 


190. Wanke 1990, 199-206, summarizes the various arguments on the proximate causes 
of the disaster. Writing under Theodosius, Vegetius seems to have understood most of these 
problems and cautioned against them in future engagements; see 3.3, 9, 10, 11, 14, 26, with 
Lenski 1997, 148. 

191. AM 31.11.1: "Valens tandem excitus Antiochia"; Jer. Chron. s.a. 378: “Valens de Anti- 
ochia exire compulsus"; Prosper Chron. 1164; Soc. 4.38.3: uù) dvreme£fyyev eüßvs, dda apeiAkev 
Tov mpós ToUs Bapßapous moAeqov. 

192. AM 31.7.4; cf. Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 471-76, on the numbers. 

193. AM 31.7.5. 

194. AM 31.8.2. 
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of duty—apparently because of his lackluster performance.!” The aid of- 
fered by Gratian was thus far from satisfactory. 

Zosimus tells us that both Gratian and Valentinian II were reluctant to 
send troops because they did not regard the Danube crisis as pertinent to 
their own realms.!?? This insouciance was marked by at least two western gen- 
erals. Richomer lobbied vigorously for more support, as did Sebastianus, to 
whom Valens eventually entrusted the command of his infantry. Sebastianus 
had arrived in the east in the summer of 378 from the court of Valentin- 
ian II, whom he had been forced to petition for leave to aid Valens. Valens 
received him willingly, not just because of his military abilities, but probably 
also because he had chosen to stand up to the western emperors.!97 

Indeed, Valens was never comfortable with the dynastic shifts that had 
taken place on the death of his brother in November 375. The imperial comi- 
tatusin Brigetio had appointed Valentinian's four-year-old son Valentinian II 
full co-Augustus and then presented his election to Gratian and Valens as a 
faitaccompli.!9? Socrates and Sozomen report that neither emperor was happy 
with the election, and Philostorgius even indicates that Gratian punished 
some of those responsible for engineering it.!” Valens's annoyance would 
have been compounded by the fact that Valentinian II quickly became a vir- 
tual puppet of his half-brother. Valens had willingly submitted himself to the 
seniority of his own brother for nearly ten years. In an inscription from the 
Chersonese, he actually spells out his inferior position explicitly by calling 
himself “the brother of Valentinian, Greatest in all things. "??? He always re- 
mained less comfortable, however, with the equal status accorded to Gratian 
in 367 and with the introduction of a second nephew as Augustus in 375. 
In the inscription just mentioned, Valens distinguished Gratian with a title 
signifying inferiority, “the Nephew of Valens" (NEPOTI VALENTI [s]). 


195. AM 31.9.1-4, 10.21-22. 

196. Zos. 4.22.4. 

197. Zos. 4.22.4; AM 31.11.1, where the subject of petierat in the ablative absolute clause, 
“Sebastiano paulo ante ab Italia (ut petierat) misso,” must be Sebastianus. Sebastianus’s dis- 
comfort with Valentinian II’s court stretched back to the young prince’s accession; see AM 
30.10.2-3. Indeed, Errington 1996a, 441-43, argues that he was promptly cashiered by Valen- 
tinian’s court in 375. 

198. On Valentinian II’s accession, see sources at PLRE I, Flavius Valentinianus 8; cf. Straub 
1939, 18-20, and esp. McLynn 1994, 84-85. On Valentinian’s age in 375, see p. 91 n. 144. 

199. Soc. 4.31.8; cf. Soz. 6.36.5; Philostorg. 9.16; cf. Zon. 13.17. AM 30.10.6 reports that 
people expected Gratian to be angry at his brother’s election, but he was not. This can proba- 
bly be explained by the fact that Ammianus wrote when the Valentinianic dynasty was still in 
existence and thus needed to downplay any infighting; cf. Straub 1939, 19, with 220 n. 122. 
Errington 1996a, 440-47 paints a much seamier picture of tension and intrigue in the wake 
of the election. 

200. AE1908, 178 Va]LENTEM FRATRE [m Valentiniani omnia] MAXIM1; cf. Alfóldy 1984 = 
AE 1984, 804. 
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This ongoing squabble over Gratian’s—and Valentinian II's—position is 
quite evident in the coinage. J. W. E. Pearce showed that Valens deliberately 
limited the circulation of bronze types in the eastern empire after the acces- 
sion of Gratian to protest the appointment of the new Augustus.??! After Valen- 
tinian I’s death, Valens became more open with his claims to superiority over 
his young nephews in the coinage. One medallic reverse features Valens 
standing between the boys, distinguished from both by his height and by a 
nimbus to indicate elevated status (fig. 18).?? A number of coins and mul- 
tiples from the period also bear the obverse legend DN VALENS MAX (imus) 
AVGVSTVS (figs. 19-20), recalling the title Maximus Augustus used earlier 
by Valentinian.?? Constantine had also employed Maximus to distinguish 
himself from his sons, a telling analogy for Valens's presumed claim to pa- 
ternalistic authority over his nephews.?'* A pictorial representation of 
Valens as Maximus can be found in a consular solidus type minted at Anti- 
och in 376 or 378, which shows Valens dwarfing his nephew and consular 
colleague Valentinian II (fig. 21); another consular solidus actually omits 
Valentinian II altogether.?” Valens was thus at pains to represent his claims 
to rank first in the imperial college. 

Gratian was probably less willing to concede them. His reluctance was no 
doubt conditioned by his awareness that there was more at stake than mere 
titulary niceties. At issue was control of a significant portion of the empire. 
Although Valentinian II was appointed co-Augustus with theoretically equal 
powers to Gratian and Valens, the four-year-old was hardly capable of ruling 
his share of the empire. For this reason, both he and the territory of Italy, 
Africa, and Illyricum, which he nominally controlled, actually fell under the 
regency of Gratian and his court.® Thus when Philostorgius tells us that 


201. RIC 9.xviii; 264-65. 

202. Gnecchi 1.37.11, pl. 16.3; Gnecchi 1.37.11, pl. 8.2 = RICg.178 (Thessalonica 28). On 
the nimbus, see Bastien 1992, 179, who holds that here it distinguished Valens as primus Augustus. 
On the subject of Valens’s claims to superiority as represented in the coinage, see Stein 1959, 514 
n. 146; Barbieri 1980, 533-34. For similar iconography, cf. Grierson and Mays 1992, nos. 370—723. 

203. Gnecchi 1.36.1, pl. 15.1 = RIC 9.122.25; Gnecchi 1.36.1; Gnecchi 1.36.6, pl. 16.2; 
Gnecchi 1.36.6, pl. 17.2 = RIC 9.122 (Rome 26). Bastien 1988, 97-98, dates these pieces to 
Gratian’s decennalian donative of 376. 

204. On the title Maximus Augustus, see Pabst 1986, 74-82. Pabst, 339 n. 553, holds that 
the Roman exemplars listed do not represent claims to superior authority since Valentinian, 
Valens, and Gratian had already shared the titles Victores Maximi and Principes Maximi before 
375 (CIL 3.7494 = ILS 770, CIL 3.3653 = ILS 775, CIL6.1176 = ILS 772). However, these titles 
do not carry the same implications as Maximus Augustus, and, more important, Pabst fails to 
notice the representations on the medallions cited and the solidus types listed. 

205. On Valens dwarfing Valentinian II, see Lacam 1990, 237. For Valens alone in consular 
dress, see Cohen 1862, 413 n. 25 (not in RIC 9); cf. Delbrueck 1933, pl. 13 n. 4. 

206. On the territory partitioned to Valentinian II, see Zos. 4.19.2, 42.1-2, with Paschoud 
2.2: 370 n. 140; cf. Stein 1959, 183-84; Fortina 1953, 116-18 n. 42. Piganiol 1972, 223-24, 
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Figure 18. Large Valens between smaller Gratian and Valentinian II. Medallion of 
Thessalonica. RIC 9.178.28. Courtesy Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna. 


Gratian played the role ofa “father” to his half-brother, he speaks not so much 
of brotherly love as of official control.??? Gratian, for example, clearly con- 
trolled his brother’s prefecture of Illyricum, since he offered it to the grand- 
father and nephew of his tutor Ausonius.?®® Valens appealed to Gratian, not 
Valentinian II, for military aid in 377, and Gratian responded by dispatch- 
ing the comes per Illyricum—Valentinian II's general. No laws are extant for 
Valentinian II while he was in Sirmium, and his coins generally bore only 
the unbroken legend of a junior Augustus and were often distinguished with 
the title ıvn (ior).?? The same title also appeared in consular datings on 
official documents and inscriptions.?!? Valentinian II was thus hardly an equal 
partner. 


cf. Grumel 1951, 7-9, believes that Valentinian II was given only Illyricum and not Italy and 
Africa, but this contradicts our only evidence for the partition in Zosimus. Palanque 1944, 59-60, 
denies the partition altogether. 

207. Philostorg. 9.16; cf. Zon. 13.17; Aus. XXI Grat. act. 2 [7]: "instar filii ad imperium 
frater ascitus." On Gratian's control over Valentinian II, see Seeck, Untergang, 39-40; Straub 
1939, 68; Ensslin 1948, 2207-8; Grumel 1951, 7-8; Fortina 1953, 38-39; Pabst 1986, 97-99; 
Errington 1996a, 441—493. 

208. PLRE I, Julius Ausonius 5; cf. Q.Clodius Hermogenianus Olybrius. 

209. RIC9.xxxviii-xxxix. Only the mints of Aquileia and Rome give Valentinian II both un- 
broken and broken legends, RIC 9.96-97, 122-3. On “Junior” status, see pp. 32-33. 

210. Full references at Bagnall et al. 1987, 286-87, 290-91. 
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Figure 19. DN VALENS MAX (imus) AVGVSTVS rides a six-horse chariot. Medallion 
of Rome. RIC 9.122.25. Courtesy Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna. 


Themistius tacitly confirms that the empire was essentially controlled by 
two and not three emperors. His oration 13, delivered to Gratian in early 
376, assumes that Valens and Gratian were co-rulers without mentioning 
their third colleague. Themistius refers to Valens and Gratian in the dual, 
speaks of his love for the two emperors, and flatters Gratian with the boast 
that he ruled all the world in conjunction only with his uncle.?!! On Va- 
lens's death, it was Gratian and not Valentinian II who chose Theodosius as 


211. Them. Or. 13.167c, 169b, 177b-c, 179c. On the date of Them. Or. 13, see Dagron 
1968, 22-23, 197. Errington 2000, 889-93, has advanced an enticing argument that Themistius 
delivered Or. 13 in Trier at the request of Valens, who wished to set up some sort of meeting 
with Gratian in Rome to settle their division of the empire. Although the evidence is scanty, the 
argument corresponds well with the scenario I portray here—the frustrated uncle trying to as- 
sert authority over his upstart nephew. Once Theodosius was proclaimed, Them. Or. 15.194d, 
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co-Augustus,”!? and it was Gratian who ceded control of the Illyrian dioce- 
ses of Dacia and Macedonia—theoretically part of Valentinian’s territory— 
to Theodosius.?!? At just sixteen years old, then, Gratian was effective mas- 
ter of two-thirds of the empire, just as his father had been. Valens, who was 
after all the Senior Augustus, must have found this imbalance irritating. 

Gratian’s decision to transfer control of the Illyrian dioceses to Theodo- 
sius shows quite clearly that Gratian recognized the strategic importance of 
a consolidated Danube frontier for defensive and offensive purposes. Valens 
would no doubt have loved to control this area himself. Indeed, it probably 


196d, 198b still assumes only two Augusti; cf. Pan. Lat. 2 [12].45.3. Symmachus also appears 
to ignore the authority of Valentinian II, Ef. 1.13 (a. 376). 

212. For recent debate on Theodosius's election, see Errington 19962; Sivan 1996. 

219. Soz. 7.4.1. Theodosius’s authority in Macedonia is confirmed at CTh 9.35.4 issued at 
Thessalonica (by Theodosius) to the vicar of Macedonia in 380. Cf. Grumel 1951, 8-14; Vera 


1983, 392-93. 
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Figure 20. DN VALENS MAX (imus) AVGVSTVS with Rome on the reverse. Medal- 
lion of Rome. RIC 9.122.26. Courtesy Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna. 


annoyed him that many of the troops stationed in Illyricum were from the 
mobile units he had sent to Valentinian in 371.?!* Despite his recognition of 
the strategic advantage to a unified Balkan region, Gratian nevertheless main- 
tained a firm hold on this area and its armies while Valens was still alive. Con- 
trol of Illyricum gave Gratian both a second comitatensian command 
structure and excellent ground for recruiting domestic troops. These were 
advantages that Valens did not enjoy. Rather, from the early years of his reign, 
he was forced to use a single command structure to deal with two fronts. East- 
ern commanders had always been torn between the lower Danube and the 
Euphrates/ Tigris frontier, since, for the easterner "there are two great bar- 
barian powers, Scyths and Persians."?? In 365, Valens had faced the conflict 
between the two frontiers and chose to concentrate on the east, but he could 
not avoid a simultaneous dispatch of troops to Thrace and Moesia to quell 
Gothic unrest. After the Procopius revolt, he neglected the Persian frontier 
to wrangle with the Goths, and Shapur overran Armenia. In 377, it was the 
Danube he ignored, and the Goths made havoc of Thrace. Later that year, 
he withdrew troops from Armenia to send west, and Shapur promptly over- 
ran Armenia once again.?!° In order to deal with both the Goths and the Per- 
sians, then, Valens sorely needed the Illyrian army, which Gratian held fast. 

He eventually took some steps to deal with this dilemma in the year and 
a half leading up to Adrianople. He created a system of five magistri militum 


214. See pp. 311-12. 

215. Lib. Or. 59.89. Cf. CIL 14.3608 for the strain placed on the Danube by the transfer of 
units eastward. 

216. AM 30.2.8. Cf. similar problems under Licinius at Joh. Lyd. De Mag. 2.10, 31, 3.40; 
cf. Exc. Val. 5 [21]. 


THE DISASTER AT ADRIANOPLE 363 


Figure 21. Large Valens beside 
diminutive Valentinian II. Soli- 
dus of Antioch. NC 150 (1990), 
pl. 23A. Courtesy Numismatic 
Chronicle. 





in response to the problems of the two eastern fronts. In 376, he had only 
three, Julius, who was serving on the southeastern frontier as magister equi- 
tum et peditum, and his two praesentales, the magister peditum Arinthaeus and 
the magister equitum Victor. When Valens learned of the crisis on the Danube, 
he appointed both Traianus and Profuturus as additional magistri militum 
and sent them west in 377. He later added to their ranks Saturninus as mag- 
ister equitum ad tempus. In the confrontation with the Goths at Ad Salices, 
Profuturus was apparently killed, and in 378 Valens replaced Traianus. Later 
in 378, he reappointed Traianus, probably to replace Arinthaeus who 
seems to have died this year. This meant that Valens went into the battle 
with four magistri militum in praesenti, and he retained a fifth stationed in 
the east.?!" When Theodosius took over the eastern army after Valens's 
death, he established a permanent system much like that created ad hoc by 
Valens in the face of the Gothic crisis. Indeed, such a system was necessary, 
forarealm with two major fronts and a number of other active military zones 
needed as many as three command structures to deal with its various mili- 
tary hot spots.?!* 

While Valens still lived, though, the multiplication of so many comman- 
ders in so short a space of time created as many problems as it solved. In fact, 
there is considerable evidence of carping and disputation in Valens's upper 
ranks. On the eve of Adrianople, the commanders were at odds over whether 
to give battle or await Gratian. According to Ammianus, Victor favored cau- 
tion, while Sebastianus pressed for immediate action, but Zosimus reports 


217. Demandt 1970, 703-9; cf. Austin and Rankov 1995, 228-29. Demandt indicates that 
Valens had up to seven magistri militumin 378, but this includes Profuturus—about whom noth- 
ing is heard after Ad Salices (a. 377)—and Arinthaeus—who probably died before Adrianople 
in 378; cf. Basil Ep. 269; AM 30.2.3; Barnes 1997, 12. Woods 2001 redates Arinthaeus's death 
to 373, but only at the expense of rejecting Theodoret's story (HE 4.33.1—3) that the general 
was still alive in the spring of 378. 

218. Theodosius had two magistri militum praesentales, one per Orientem, one per Thracias and 
one per Illyricum (Zos. 4.27.2; Not. dign. or. 1.5-8). Demandt 1970, 720-24, demonstrates that 
the structure was less systematic than the Notitia would indicate; cf. Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 
490-516. 
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that it was Sebastianus who wanted to wait out the Goths but was overruled 
by his opponents. We shall never know whose version is accurate, and it does 
not matter.?? More important is the inference we can draw about the dis- 
putes that arose in Valens's court and the later debate they provoked over 
which generals were to blame for the decisions leading to the disaster. As 
early as 379, Libanius confirms that many blamed Valens's commanders for 
the defeat.?? This explains why Zosimus, and his source Eunapius, were at 
pains to defend the character and conduct of Sebastianus against detractors. 
Ammianus, who ranked among those detractors, engaged in a partisan de- 
fense of his own favorite, the comes Frigeridus, whose excessive caution was 
interpreted by “ill-willed disparagers" as cowardly negligence.??! Even before 
this, Sebastianus is said to have aroused the emperor's jealousy with his early 
successes.?? And Traianus also generated criticism with his failure to stop 
the Goths at Ad Salices: Theodoret reports that Valens lashed out at him, re- 
buking his “weakness and cowardice." Traianus shot back with accusations 
that Valens's religious persecutions were at the root of his defeat, and other 
Nicene commanders supported this defiance.??? Tension was thus rife in the 
top-heavy upper ranks that Valens had so hastily assembled and must have 
contributed to the disaster that followed. 

The disputes were also exacerbated by the desperate straits in which Va- 
lens's eastern army found itself. Despite his restructuring of the brass, 
Valens continued to confront a serious shortage of troops. We have already 
examined the efforts he needed to exert in order to build and maintain his 
army on the eastern frontier. By the time he arrived in Constantinople in 
378, however, his forces and their quality had only diminished. He had lost 
any effective control of residual riparian forces in Thrace; those who had 
not deserted or been killed were cut off from lines of communication.??* His 
comitatensian ranks had been greatly thinned by the battle of Ad Salices, a 
battle for which he had already been forced to bleed off large numbers of 
troops from the eastern frontier.?? Most of his remaining comitatenses had 
to follow him to Thrace, and these had to be supplemented by numerous 
native ethnic units, which Ammianus mentions in Thrace in 377 and 378, 


219. AM 31.12.6; Zos. 4.23.6-24.1. Wanke 1990, 199-201, summarizes the debate over 
whether the account of Ammianus or that of Zosimus is to be credited. 

220. Lib. Or. 24.3-5; Greg. Naz. Or. 22.2; Them. Or. 15.189d; Joh. Chrys. Ad vid. iun. 4. 
Valens, too, came in for criticism, Aus. XXI Grat. act. 2 [7], 10 [48]; Epit. 48.5. See also Lenski 
1997, 145-48. 

221. Eunap. Hist. fr. 44.2-4 (Blockley); AM 31.7.5, 9.1, 10.21. 

222. Zos. 4.23.5; Eunap. Hist. fr. 44.3 (Blockley); cf. Solari 1932a, 503-5. 

223. On Traianus's dismissal, see p. 336. On his dispute with Valens, see Theod. HE 4.33.2—3; 
Theoph. a.m. 5867; cf. Lenski 1997, 150-52; Klein 1956, 56-62. 

224. Soc. 4.38.2; Soz. 6.39.2. 

225. AM 31.7.1-2. See Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 444-45, and p. 184. 
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and which Themistius confirms remained there until at least 382.7°° Eunapius 
reports that, when Valens arrived at Constantinople, he began scrambling 
to collect troops, and Ammianus tells us that he had to coddle his men with 
payments in cash and kind and with frequent exhortations.? When Sebas- 
tianus was given orders to assemble a guerrilla unit, he selected his men from 
totally inexperienced recruits, and when Valens set out from Melanthias, he 
brought with him a number of veterans whom he had called back into ser- 
vice.?? Included in this ragtag band were even monks, whom Valens had be- 
gun drafting into service as early as 375.2??? Valens had been wanting for man- 
power even before the Goths entered the scene; once they had destroyed 
his advance armies and taken over Thrace, his needs were only redoubled. 

It was thus imperative that Valens gain and maintain troops from any and 
all quarters. For this reason, itis surprising that he chose not to await the west- 
ern reinforcements Gratian was supposed to be bringing. His rationale be- 
comes clearer when we consider other circumstances. Valens had reached 
Constantinople at the end of May. After setting up camp twenty-seven kilo- 
meters from the city at the villa of Melanthias, he waited for Gratian for a 
month and a half before finally moving against the Goths. Given that Valens 
waited until late July, we must assume that his hopes for the arrival of Grat- 
ian were real. We have already seen that he only set out for Adrianople to pre- 
vent the Goths from occupying the east-west road there, and that he moved 
against them on August 9 to prevent them from cutting off that same road 
back to Constantinople.?? The situation had thus grown desperate: Valens 
joined battle without Gratian because Gratian simply took too long to arrive. 

Gratian's dilatoriness is clear from Ammianus's account. When he learned 
that a band of Alamannic Lentienses had crossed the Rhine on a raid in Feb- 
ruary of 378, Gratian recalled advance troops he had sent eastward to use 
against the invaders. Although the Lentienses had already been repulsed in 
Raetia, Gratian sent these advance troops, who might otherwise have helped 
Valens, on a punitive expedition against this tribe. In a pitched battle at Ar- 


226. The Armenian tribunus Barzimeres probably led Armenians in 377, and in 378 Valens 
used Saracens and probably Iberians under the Iberian prince Bacurius. On eastern troops in 
general, see Zos. 4.22.1. On Saracens, see p. 335. On Barzimeres, see AM 31.8.9-10. On 
Bacurius, see AM 31.12.16: "sagittarii et scutarii quos Bacurius Hiberus quidam tunc regebat," 
the former of whom are probably to be associated with the Hiberi at Not. dign. 5.60, see p. 317 
n. 22. Themistius three times mentions the presence among the Danube armies of easterners 
(Arabs, Iberians, and Armenians), most of whom must have come west with Valens, Or. 15.189d 
(Iberians and Armenians); 16.207a (Celts, Assyrians, Armenians, Libyans, Iberians); 34.20 
(those collected from the Tigris and Arabia). 

227. Eunap. Hist. fr. 44.1 (Blockley); AM 31.11.1. 

228. Zos. 4.23.3—4; AM 31.12.1. 

229. Lenski, "Isaac and Valens' Recruitment of Monks for Military Service" (forthcoming). 

230. See p. 337. 
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gentaria and in subsequent conflicts, the Romans destroyed all but about 
5,000 of the original 40,000 Lentienses, but Gratian insisted on total 
annihilation. Sometime after late April, he diverted his own army—then 
mobilizing to aid Valens—across the Rhine and began the lengthy process 
of starving out the remaining barbarians, who had taken refuge in the moun- 
tains.?! He eventually failed and was forced to concede a peace in order 
finally to come to the aid of his uncle. Thus, when Ammianus praises Gra- 
tian’s “swiftness” (celeritas) in dealing with the Lentienses, one cannot but 
detect a note of irony. Even when Gratian began his attack on the Lentienses, 
Richomer had long before informed him of the gravity of the Gothic threat, 
making his obsession with these Alamanni seem at best stubborn, at worst 
perverse.?*? 

After this long delay, Gratian finally did hasten east by taking boats down 
the Danube, but the benefits of his speed were nullified by the fact that it 
restricted the size and strength of his forces. Traveling in this fashion, Gratian 
could not have transported more than a few thousand light-armed men.?? 
He had only reached Castra Martis—some 450 kilometers from Adrianople — 
by the time Valens had to fight. There, Gratian was held up with a fever and 
by a group of Alan raiders who put a halt to the progress of his light-armed 
force.?** Thus, when Richomer arrived at Adrianople bringing not troops 
but only a letter insisting that Valens await Gratian's arrival, it is little won- 
der that Valens chose to dismiss the request. 

This is even less surprising given the animosity between Valens and Gra- 
tian. We have just seen that the question of hegemony over Valentinian II 
and the territory of Illyricum was eating at Valens. His anger would have been 
exacerbated, however, by Gratian's own propaganda machine, which seemed 
determined to demonstrate how the young man was outperforming his feck- 
less uncle. Gratian's flatterers deliberately exaggerated the significance of his 
victory over the Lentienses, inflating the number of invaders from 40,000 to 
70,000 and broadcasting the achievement in propaganda.?*? Even Gratian's 


231. Gratian was still in winter quarters at Trier on Apr. 20, 378; cf. CTh 8.5.35. 

232. AM 31.10.2-18; Jer. Chron. s.a. 377; Prosper Chron. 1160. For the date, see Seeck, 
Regesten, 250. Seeck, Untergang, 112 criticizes Gratian's obsession with the Lentienses as a 
“törichte Unternehmen"; cf. Wanke 1990, 176—77. 

239. Zos. 3.10.2 reports that when Julian did the same in 361, he could bring only 3,000 
men. 

294. AM 31.11.6; cf. Maenchen-Helfen 1973, 30-36. Ammianus's geography in this passage 
is a bit confused. He reports that Gratian reached Bononia, proceeded to Sirmium, then followed 
the Danube to Castra Martis. Bononia (Vidin) is ca. 300 km downstream from Sirmium and Cas- 
tra Martis (Kula) is ca. 30 km inland from Bononia on the route south to Naissus. Presumably, 
Gratian reached Sirmium, then Bononia by boat, and from there marched to Castra Martis. 

235. AM 31.10.5; cf. Epit. 47.2; Jer. Chron. s.a. 377. For examples of such flattery, see Aus. 
XX Precatio consulis designati ll. 29-35, XXI Grat. act. 2 [7-9]; cf. Green 1991, 535; and see Oros. 
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letter insisting that his uncle await his arrival was used to advertise this re- 
cent success. In the face of much greater threats, Gratian’s boasts must have 
seemed particularly impudent and must have led to feelings of indignation 
and jealousy. For this reason, Ammianus is right to assert that it was partly 
envy that spurred Valens into premature action.?*° 

We have seen that Valens had difficulty getting Gratian to send him troops 
in 377, and that Gratian had recalled the advance forces he sent in 378. 
Zonaras writes that he deliberately avoided sending troops to his uncle be- 
cause of his Arianism,??’ and Zosimus even informs us that Gratian was not 
particularly upset when he learned of Valens's death. “[T]hey harbored a 
certain suspicion toward each other," Zosmius notes.??? Valens had always 
been jealous of his nephew and the privileges he had enjoyed. For his part, 
Gratian did little to assuage his uncle's envy and never offered recognition 
of Valens's superior status. The ill will that resulted affected all aspects of re- 
lations between the two emperors. According to Eunapius, it even influenced 
Valens's decision to offer entry to the Goths in 376: “For he was rather cha- 
grined at his fellow emperors, who, being sons of his brother .. . had decided 
to divide up their empire between themselves without referring the division 
to their uncle. Because of this and in order that the Roman forces might be 
greatly increased, he ordered that the men should be received.” 

If this is true, the same problem led Valens both to accept the Goths in 
376 and to march to his death against them in 378. Had he been granted 
control of Illyricum and Macedonia on his brother's death, Valens might not 
have been so desperate for military manpower when the Goths came knock- 
ing. So, too, had he been aided by his nephew rather than worsted in the 
next move of their ongoing game for Augustal superiority, he might not have 
marched against the Goths with less than adequate forces. His poor relations 
with a western colleague whom he deeply resented helped both set and spring 
the trap that caught Valens. 


236. AM 31.11.6-12.1: "aequiperare facinore quodam egregio aduliscentem properans 
filium fratris, cuius virtutibus urebatur”; 31.12.7: ^ne paene iam partae victoriae (ut opina- 
bantur) consors fieret Gratianus." 

297. Zon. 19.17. Theod. HE 4.91.1 mistakes Valens's döeAbos (Valentinian I) for his 
ddeAdudios (Gratian); cf. Cedrenus, p. 546; Theoph. a.m. 5866. For the effects of religious 
conflict on the disaster of Adrianople, see Klein 1956. 

238. Zos. 4.24.4: Tv yàp tis Dmojía pos dAMjAovs aùrois. On Valens's resentment of 
Gratian, see Pabst 1986, 99-101. 

239. Eunap. Hist. fr. 42 (Blockley). 


Epilogue 


For the past thirty years, the field oflate antiquity has received well deserved 
and long overdue attention. More recently, in the past decade, it has become 
fashionable to write extended apologies debunking perceived misconcep- 
tions about the period and building it up as in every way the equal of the 
classical world. No one is more convinced of the importance of such efforts 
than I. Having been trained as a classicist, I am aware of the attraction of 
classical standards and of the pull to regard them as normative and any de- 
viation from them as inferior. This is surely wrong, for as so many recent stud- 
ies have shown, the people of late antiquity rivaled the brilliance of their 
forebears in art, architecture, literature, rhetoric, philosophy, law, warfare, 
diplomacy, and government. Of course, their ideals were different from those 
of their predecessors, but to regard these differences as symptomatic of de- 
cline says much more about modern tastes than about late antique culture. 

The model of decline and fall is thus a modern invention, which we have 
finally begun to cast off in our postmodern world. Although it traces to the 
Renaissance, its greatest proponent was, of course, Edward Gibbon, a figure 
of the Enlightenment. Gibbon brought to his study of the Roman Empire 
his assumptions about the superiority of rationalism over mysticism, real- 
ism over idealism, moralism over relativism, and classical civilization over 
its medieval successors. All of these tendencies have been rejected in con- 
temporary scholarship, which has begun to engage the late antique world 
on its own terms. When applied to the fields of culture, society, religion, 
art, and literature —and here one thinks above all of Peter Brown—this new 
approach opens remarkable vistas onto the late ancient world. Attempts to 
cross-apply this same approach to politics and warfare, however, have 
tended to seem more artificial and strained. One thing Gibbon did have 
right was that, as a state, Rome did decline and eventually fall. The fact that 
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this process took a millennium to work itself out does not vitiate the claim 
that, from the late fourth century onward, the Roman empire was in a steady 
process of retreat. 

Just as contemporary historians are no longer afraid to profess that there 
is interest in the nonrational world of late antique religion and philosophy 
or that there is beauty in the late antique preference for abstraction in art 
and literature, I would hope that they will also acknowledge that there is value 
in studying the struggle of the late Roman empire to cope with this net de- 
cline in power. This book represents an effort to describe a specific and very 
prominent instance of this decline. My goal in writing it has not been to dis- 
credit Valens or his empire, but it has also not been to idealize them. I have 
tried, rather, to show how both Valens and the empire faced an over- 
whelming range of problems with varying degrees of success, but ultimately 
failed to overcome them. My title is thus not so much intended to condemn 
Valens, let alone the empire, but rather to acknowledge an empirically 
verifiable failure on the part of Valens—and the empire —to meet certain 
challenges. Both emperor and empire “lacked / were failing in"—and this 
gets at the etymological wordplay intended in the title—the proper combi- 
nation of tools to assert their “power / empire” successfully. 

As with the changes documented in the fields of late antique religion, 
philosophy, art and literature, Rome’s changed power status resulted from 
transformations of the classical past and from interactions with nonclassical 
cultures. The late antique world was a very different place from the classical 
world whence it derived. It was in most ways more complex, in large part be- 
cause it followed in the footsteps of a classical civilization that had radically 
complicated the cultural, social, and political situation of the Mediterra- 
nean basin. For historians of culture, society, and politics, this complexity is 
tremendously exciting and productive of meaning. For the denizens of the 
late antique world, however, this same complexity must often have seemed 
jarring and, for its rulers, extremely taxing. The rulers who succeeded in 
coping—Constantine, for example, and Justinian—did so above all because 
they were able to stage-manage the new problems without seeming to be over- 
whelmed. Those who did not—and here I would include Valens—failed not 
for lack of trying but for want of the proper resources, both internal and ex- 
ternal, to make themselves look like winners. In concluding, then, it is worth- 
while to catalog these new complexities confronted by a late Roman emperor 
and to tie together their various strands in order to delineate in brief the 
web that caught Valens. 

In the first chapter of the book, it became clear that late Roman ruler- 
ship was more complex than its first- and second-century incarnation. First 
and foremost, power was generally divided between multiple emperors, who 
were forever renegotiating their share of what in theory remained undivided 
dominion. Then, too, in contrast with classical Roman rulers, late Roman 
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emperors like Valentinian and Valens tended not to derive from aristocratic 
or even Italian stock. They—and in turn their ministers—thus found them- 
selves rivals with the traditional elite, which retained considerable power and 
remained uncomfortable with these arriviste emperors. The center was now 
ruled by the periphery— geographically and sociologically—and the periph- 
ery thus became the center in a way that complicated power structures and 
imperial rule. 

In the second chapter, we saw yet another new problem faced by late Ro- 
man rulers, usurpation. The first two and a half centuries of Roman em- 
perorship witnessed only sporadic and often quite harmless challenges from 
usurpers. Only in the third century did usurpation become a regular threat, 
and it remained so throughout the rest of late antiquity. This happened for 
avariety of reasons—structural, military, psychological, and, in Valens's case, 
ideological. Here again, the late Roman world differed from earlier periods 
in that it witnessed the solidification of a more complex ideal for emperors, 
which demanded an all but impossible combination of mutually contradic- 
tory virtues. When Valens failed to live up to this ideal, especially because of 
his background, homeland, and education, he became an easy target for the 
ambitious dynastic claimant Procopius. 

Late Roman rulers like Valens also faced a more active and aggressive 
threat from non-Roman peoples on the empire's northern frontier, as we 
saw in the third chapter. Two centuries of contact with Roman power had 
made northern—largely Germanic—barbarians more culturally and eco- 
nomically sophisticated and more immune to the application of Roman force. 
Thus the Goths whom Valens faced could not be conquered or absorbed, 
but had to be handled with cautious respect and careful negotiation. Rather 
than gain dominion over them, Rome chose instead to harness Gothic power 
for use in foreign and domestic military conflicts, a situation that further in- 
creased Gothic power and prestige. Valens seems not to have fully under- 
stood how best to manage this new situation, and he thus undertook a war 
with the Goths that was at once unnecessary, unsuccessful, and damaging to 
Roman power. 

A similar situation obtained on the eastern frontier, where Rome faced a 
much more organized and powerful threat from the Sassanians than it had 
from their predecessors the Parthians. Here again, the mid third century 
constituted a turning point beyond which Rome was confronted with a new 
and unprecedented problem of direct and deep invasion from the east. It 
attempted to counter this problem by fortifying northern Mesopotamia and 
thus blocking Persian access into the empire. When Valens came to power, 
Rome had just surrendered much of its bulwark in Mesopotamia, and Valens 
was forced to rebuild its claims there through negotiation and, eventually, 
force. Adding to his difficulties was a growing struggle with other cultures 
in the east, and particularly the Isaurians and Saracens. Both of these peo- 
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ples revolted late in Valens’s reign and occupied his armies when he needed 
troops in Thrace to manage the outbreak of the Goths. 

On the domestic front, the rise of Christianity as a state religion eventu- 
ally led to a division of religious loyalties into Christian and pagan camps. 
Although Valentinian and Valens, who were Christian, attempted to steer 
clear of open persecution of pagans, they both became embroiled in the pros- 
ecution of magic in a way that has led subsequent generations to accuse them 
of religious intolerance. The new strength of Christianity in the fourth cen- 
tury also opened an alternative avenue to power through the bishop, who 
successfully challenged the authority of the emperor and his officials at the 
local and even the imperial level. The rise of powerful bishops also helped 
fractionalize the church and pulled emperors into ecclesiastical power strug- 
gles. Here again, both emperors tried to avoid this new pitfall, but Valens 
eventually failed and went down in history as a persecutor of Christians. 

The efforts of Diocletian and his fellow tetrarchs to exercise a firmer con- 
trol over their subjects, to increase tax revenues, and to control the new bar- 
barian threat led to the creation of a much more complex bureaucracy and 
more powerful army than the earlier empire had known. The burgeoning 
of government inevitably created more work for an emperor, both because 
of the growth of his sphere of control and because of the consequent rise in 
the problems of corruption. Here, Valens was able to use his experience as 
a landowner to good effect, yet this same experience led him to undertake 
costly monetary and tax reforms, which threatened his ability to finance this 
expanded bureaucracy and army. Above all, the expense of filling the ranks 
of his army made him particularly favorable toward the idea of importing 
Goths to solve his military manpower problems. 

Finally, for the first time under Valens, Rome was forced to come to grips 
with the issue of large groups of barbarians living autonomously inside tra- 
ditionally Roman territory. This problem arose only at the end of Valens’s 
reign, after his attempt to resettle the Goths unraveled and left him strug- 
gling to gain control of this hostile group. More than any other problem, 
this crisis of “barbarians within the gates” would compromise Roman power 
in the centuries to come. It simultaneously diminished Rome’s taxation and 
recruitment base, by removing territories from its political control, and desta- 
bilized political dominion in those territories Rome retained, by opening 
them to attack. 

All of these problems arose in late antiquity, and all of them combined to 
force a decline in the state’s political and military power. To describe them 
and acknowledge this decline is not, however, to pass a negative value judg- 
ment against late antiquity, or even the empire. It is rather to highlight yet 
another way in which this period stands apart, and to open yet another vista 
onto productive fields of investigation. I have used Valens as my touchstone 
for this study largely because his reign illustrates well the range and severity 


EPILOGUE 373 


of the problems faced by a late Roman ruler. As something of a failure, 
Valens’s reign can show where the new stresses and strains of managing the 
late Roman empire were most likely to cause fissures in the imperial super- 
structure. By focusing narrowly on one emperor, I have been able to exam- 
ine all of those stresses and strains in their particularity, and all of the ways 
that they interacted with each other in the aggregate. I hope I have shown 
that it was not any one of these but rather their combination that led to Va- 
lens’s demise and the diminution of power precipitated by his fall. 


APPENDIX A 


Datable Evidence 
for Valentinianic Fortifications 


The empire witnessed a flurry of frontier defense activity under Valentinian and 
Valens. The Pannonian brothers concentrated huge financial and military resources 
into a centrally organized effort to strengthen the limites in all regions.! This they did 
with the construction of new forts,” the repair of old ones, the building or rebuild- 
ing of city walls, the resupply of outposts, and the creation of new garrisons. Their 
efforts were aimed especially at sealing off the boundaries of the empire with small 
burgi (watchtowers),? which they constructed en masse along the river frontiers, at 
major crossroads, and at locations vulnerable to raiding. Considerable evidence sur- 
vives with which to reconstruct this program. The catalog that follows, however, in- 
cludes only those items that can be assigned more narrowly datable termini than the 
span of Valentinian's and Valens's reigns. The emperors advertised their campaign 
in panegyrics, poetry, coins, and inscriptions many of which can be used to date 
specific projects quite precisely. Excluded here is the abundant evidence of archae- 
ology, which—with the help of tile stamps and coin finds—has been used to attribute 
over one hundred forts and fortlets securely to Valentinian and Valens, without, how- 


1. For general accounts, see Johnson 1983, passim; Lander 1989, 270-93. On Valentin- 
ian’s zeal for frontier fortifications, see AM 28.2.1-4, 29.4.1, 6.2, 30.7.6, 9.1; Zos. 4-3-4-5; cf. 
Fasolino 1976, 47-51. 

2. They were particularly concerned to draw attention to the new fortifications they con- 
structed, always marking them epigraphically as forts built a fundamentis or èx ÜeyeMcov (a fun- 
damentis: AE 1996, 1612-13; CIL 8.23849 = AE 1903, 241; CIL 3.10596 = ILS 762; CIL 3.3670a 
= ILS 774; CIL 3.3653 = ILS 775; CIL 3.6730; CIL 3.88 = ILS 773; Soproni 1967; &x OejueMeov: 
CIG 4430 = MAMA 3.102 n. 1; CIG 8610 = OGI 722. Cf. Them. Or. 10.197b: &mreixıse ppov- 
piov èk Kaws). 

3. On burgi, see Isaac 1992, 178-86; Elton 1996b, 158-60. 
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ever, being able to date them more closely than 364/75. For this material, see the 
studies cited in the notes for each region. 

When we confine our examination to more precisely datable material, we cannot 
help but notice the relatively narrow chronological limits within which the bulk of 
the program was carried out. Most of the textual evidence for the fortification pro- 
gram is concentrated between the years 369 and 370. Even more striking, the sec- 
ond oration of Symmachus and the tenth of Themistius—which bear remarkable re- 
semblances in the format and language they use to describe the program—were both 
delivered within a few days of one another in early 370. They were clearly part of a 
pre-planned propaganda effort to advertise the building campaign in both halves of 
the empire at precisely the period when it was being pursued most intensely. When 
we turn to documentary sources, no inscriptions record forts from before 367 and 
only two mark forts after 375. Of these, only one records a construction (in Numidia) 
conducted under imperial auspices; the second (from Syria) is from a tower built at 
private expense. Indeed, where exact dates can be known, even narrower termini 
are recorded. Most firmly datable inscriptions are concentrated in the years 368-72, 
with 368 and 371 marking high points in the campaign. Although forts were no doubt 
built or rebuilt in all periods of Valentinian’s and Valens’s reigns, the parallel dating 
of so many forts and the coincidence of these dates with the textual sources shows 
that these years represented the apex of a pre-planned and coordinated effort. This 
revelation has two major implications. First, it adds to our pool of evidence confirm- 
ing that Valentinian and Valens cooperated in jointly orchestrated, prearranged mil- 
itary and administrative ventures. Second, on the broader scale, it shows that 
fortification programs were at times tightly controlled from the imperial center and 
that forts were not simply constructed haphazardly to counter immediate and lo- 
calized threats as some have argued.* 


GENERAL TEXTUAL EVIDENCE 


CTh 15.1.13: encourages the construction of towers in Dacia Ripensis (a. 364) 

DRB praef. 10, 1.4, 20.1: encourages the beginning of a fortification campaign 
(a. 368/69) 

AM 28.2.1-6: introduces the Rhine campaign (a. 369) 

AM 28.3.7: describes the campaign in Britain (a. 369)? 

Them. Or. 10.136d—138a: describes the lower Danube campaign in progress 
the previous year (a. 370) 

Symm. Or. 2.1, 12-16, 18-20: describes the Rhine campaign in progress (a. 370) 


Symm. Or. 3.9: mentions the Rhine campaign (a. 370)’ 


4. Esp. Isaac 1992. 

5. For archaeological evidence, see Welsby 1982, 104-24. 

6. On the importance of Valentinian’s fortification program in this oration, see Pabst 1989, 
310-38. 

7. On the date, see Del Chicca 1987; Shanzer 1998a, 286-87. 
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Festus 9: assumes the campaign on the lower Danube is complete (a. 370) 
Auson. XVI Mos. ll. 2, 435, 456-57: alludes to the Rhine campaign (c. 371)? 
AM 29.4.1: describes the Rhine campaign (a. 372) 

AM 28.5.11 with Jer. Chron. s.a. 373: mentions the Rhine campaign (a. 373) 


AM 29.6.2-7: describes a translimitanean fortification campaign on the upper 
Danube (a. 373) 


Them. Or. 13.1662: assumes the campaign on the eastern frontier is complete 


(a. 376) 


EVIDENCE FOR SPECIFIC FORTS 
Rhine 


Cuijk: Goudswaard 1995 (a. 368/69) 

Alta Ripa (Altrip): CTh 11.31.4, with Symm. Or. 2.20; AM 28.2.2-4 (a. 369)? 
Altinum (Alzey): CTh 11.31.5, with Oldenstein 1993 (a. 370) 

Rote Waag near Etzgen: CIL 13.11538 = ILS 8949 (a. 371) 

Summa Rapida (Kleiner Laufen near Koblenz): CIL 13.11537 (a. 371) 
Magidunum: CIL 13.11543 (a. 371) 

Brecantia (Bregenz): Mackensen 1999, 233-34 (a. 372) 

Robur (Basel): Amm. 30.3.1, with CTh 8.5.33 (a. 374) 


Africa 


Castellum Biracsaccarensium (Bisica): CIL 8.23849 = AE 1903, 241 (a. 374) 
Cellae (Bou-Taleb): CIL 8.20566 (10937) (a. 375/78) 


Upper Danube 


Solva (Esztergom): CIL 3.10596 = ILS 762 (a. 367) 
Adiuvense? (Ybbs): CIL 3.5670a = ILS 774 (a. 370)? 


8. On the date, see Shanzer 1998a; 1998b. Roberts 1984 argues that the entire poem is a 
metaphorical elaboration on the theme “the river as boundary." 

9. Symm. Or. 2.4, 20 speaks of the fort as complete in 370. Schnurbein and Köhler 1989 
date the fort to 369 based on dendrochronology. Archaelogical evidence of Valentinian's Rhine 
fortifications is discussed at Petrikovits 1971; Bogaers and Rüger 1974; Tomlin 1974, 157—78; 
Johnson 1983, 136-68; Lander 1984, 276-83; Mackensen 1999, 231-36. For Valentinian’s new 
garrison units on the Rhine cataloged at Not. dign. oc. 41, see Hoffmann 1969-70, 1: 344-52. 

10. See esp. Genser 1986, 220-23. Archaeological evidence for Valentinian's fortifications 
in Pannonia is discussed at Mócsy 1974, 291-94; Soproni 1978; Johnson 1983, 169-95; Genser 
1986; cf. Visy 1995, who identifies 62 of the 125 known burgiin Hungary as Valentinianic. On 
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Burgus near Solva: CIL 3.3653 = ILS 775 (a. 371) 
Visegräd: Soproni 1967 (a. 372) 
Carnuntum (Petronell): CIL 3.14358 (a. 367/75) 


Lower Danube 


Cius (Girliciu): CIL 3.7494 (6159) = ILS 770 (a. 368) 
Tomi (Valul lui Traian): AE 1978, 716 (a. 368)! 
Bargala (Goren Kozjak): Aleskova and Mango 1972, 265-76 (a. 370/71) 


Western and Central Anatolia 


Ephesus (Efes): IK 11.1.42 = AE 1906, 30 (a. 371) 
Aphrodisias: CIG 2745 = MAMA 8:427 (late 360s)” 
Corasium (Tchuk Oren): OGI 580 = CIG 4430 = MAMA 3: 102 n. 1 (a. 367/75) 


Eastern Anatolia and Upper Mesopotamia 


Amida (Diyarbekir): CIL 3.6730 (213) (a. 367/75)? 


Arabia and Palestine 


Umm el Jimal: AE 1996, 1612 (a. 368)! 
Umm el Jimal: AE 1996, 1613 (a. 368) 
Dibin: AF 1933, 178 = SEG 7.1164 (a. 368) 
Umm el Jimal: CIL 3.88 = ILS 773 (a. 371) 


the epigraphy, see Soproni 1985, 107-12; cf. 1989. The close epigraphic dating of the forts on 
the Danube bend has been confirmed in studies on the mint of Siscia, which indicate that coin 
circulation in Pannonia increased to a highpoint between 367 and 370 and then tapered off 
markedly, see Lanyi 1969; Soproni 1969; contrast Nixon 1983. 

11. This is not certain to be from a fort, but its editor argues as much. Archaeological evi- 
dence for Valens's fortifications on the lower Danube is discussed at Barnea 1968, 2: 395-97; 
Scorpan 1980; Aricescu 1980, 72-103; Biernacka-Lubanska 1982; Ivanov 1996. Valens also built 
or rebuilt forts named Valentia, Valentiniana, and Gratiana, attested at CTh 8.5.49, 11.1.22, 
12.1.119; Not. dign. or. 39.27; Proc. Aed. 4.11.20. 

12. Roueché 1989, 42-45, no. 22, republishes the inscription and discusses the date. 

13. On these walls see, Gabriel 1940, 85-205; cf. Berchem and Strzygowski 1910, 6-12; 
Pollard 2000, 288-90. Archaeological evidence for Valens's fortifications in these regions is 
discussed at Crow 1986; Mitford 1980, 1206-10. On Valens's garrisons in the region, see Not. 
dign. or. 38.33, 37, with Zuckerman 1991b, 527-40. 

14. See De Vries 1998 and Atallah 1996. For archaeological evidence, see Parker 1986, 136— 
43; 1989. For Valens's new garrison units in the region, see Not. dign. or. 34.35, 42, 37-29, 30. 
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Deir el Keif: CIL 3.14381-2 (a. 368/71) 
Khirbet es Samra: Humbert and Desreumaux 1990, 258 (a. 367/75) 
[El Moujeidel: Cleremont-Ganneau 1888, 8-10 (a. 377) ]° 


Egypt 
Egypt?: John of Nikiu Chron. 82.20 (p. 84 Charles) (a. 367/70) 1° 
Syene: AE 1909, 108 = Bernand 1990 (a. 367/75)!" 
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Figure 22. Datable evidence for forts, 364-378. 


15. This inscription records the dedication of a múpyov by an otherwise unknown Rufus 
Magnus at his own expense. It is probably to be connected with local defenses in the wake of 
the revolt of Mavia and not with the imperial building program (see p. 209 n. 311 above). 

16. John of Nikiu reports that Tatianus built Abrakjun (?) and fortified the country of Egypt 
while he was prefect (i.e., between 367 and 370); cf. PLRE I, Fl. Eutolmius Tatianus 5. For Valens's 
new garrison units in the region, see Not. dign. or. 31.36, 39. 

17. Therelated P Oxy 4381 (a. 375) does not, unfortunately, help date this inscription more 
firmly. 


APPENDIX B 


Shapur’s Administrative 
Structures in Armenia 


When Shapur first sent troops to take over Armenia, he apparently intended to dis- 
pense with the Arsacid monarchy and set up new administrative structures. Modern 
attempts to describe those structures have oversimplified the matter by tending to 
rely too heavily on the evidence of Ammianus (AM). 

AM reports that Shapur’s invasion force was led by the nakharar defectors Cylaces 
and Artabanes and that Shapur had entrusted Armenia to these two.! If we follow this 
evidence, we might agree with R. C. Blockley that Shapur was trying to replace the tra- 
ditional Arsacid monarchy with a non-Arsacid but exclusively Armenian dyarchy? The 
Epic Histories (BP) indicate, however, that the situation was considerably more complex. 
BP says that Shapur commanded two officials with Persian titles, Zik and Karen, to 
besiege Artogerassa and to rule Armenia (4.55). A simple equation between Zik and 
Karen and Cylaces and Artabanes has been proposed, but proven to be incorrect? 
In fact, BP speaks of a total of four leaders: Zik and Karen and the two Armenian 
nakharar defectors, Meruzan Arkruni and Vahan Mamikonean (4.55, 58—59, 5.1). 

Here, we propose to identify AM's Cylaces and Artabanes with parallel figures 
among the leaders mentioned by BP: 


1. Markwart first suggested that Cylaces be identified with a pair of Armenian 
hayr-mardpet in BP* Ammianus says Cylaces was a eunuch and prefect, two 


1. AM 27.12.5: "Cylaci spadoni et Arrabanni, quos olim susceperat perfugas, commisit Ar- 
meniam (horum alter ante gentis praefectus, magister alter fuisse dicebatur armorum)." 

2. Blockley 1987; cf. Baynes 1910, 638 n. 71. 

3. Langlois 1867-69, 1: 273 n. 2, has been disproven at Markwart 1896, 213-14; cf. Chris- 
tensen 1944, 105 n. 3; Garsoian 1989, 303 n. 3. 

4. Markwart 1896, 213-15; cf. Adontz 1970, 513 n. 43. Garsoian (1989, 304 n. 9) ques- 
tions the identification, although her reasons assume that BP was far more consistent than is 
probably the case. Cf. Toumanoff 1963, 177 n. 118. 
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qualifications that perfectly describe the hereditary Armenian office of hayr- 
mardpet. AM also tells us that Cylaces defected to Persia, was present at the 
siege of Artogerassa, conducted negotiations there with the queen Paranjem, 
and was eventually beheaded by Pap on suspicion of Persian collaboration 
(AM 27.12.5-6, 14). This vita corresponds marvelously with BP’s description 
of two consecutive hayr-mardpets, one anonymous and the second named Glak. 
The latter name is certain to be identified with Ammianus’ “Cylaces.” More- 
over, although BP distinguishes between Glak and the anonymous hayr-mardpet 
who preceded him, both had careers remarkably like that of Ammianus’s Cy- 
laces: the anonymous conducted negotiations with Paranjem and was later 
punished for his insolence to the queen (4.55, 5.3); Glak was entrusted by 
Pap with a command but later beheaded for going over to Persia (5.3, 6). We 
can thus propose that BP mistakenly creates an anonymous doppelganger for 
one and the same person. AM’s Cylaces is at once BP5 Glak and the anony- 
mous hayr-mardpet. 


2a. Markwart also noted similarities between AM's “Artabanes” and BP's 
“Mushel Mamikonean.” Both were military commanders (magister armorum / 
sparapet), both were credited with conducting negotiations with Valens to en- 
gineer Pap’s return to Armenia, both were eventually suspected of treason, and 
Mushel is mentioned as collaborating with the hayr-mardpet, just as Artabanes 
did with Cylaces (AM 27.12.5, 10, 14; BP 5.1, 4, 33). The identification is ob- 
viously not so firm as that of Glak with Cylaces, since there is no resonance be- 
tween the transmitted names, and BP’ Mushel was—like AM’s Artabanes— 
executed, but only after Pap’s death (BP 5.35). 


2b. Yet another possible parallel to Artabanes occurs in BP’s Vahan Mamiko- 
nean, a member of the same sparapet house of Mamikonean. Like Artabanes, 
Vahan defected to Persia, was granted dominion in Armenia by Shapur, and 
was murdered before the battle of Bagawan in 371.° Moreover, Artabanes is 
the common Greco-Latin rendering of Armenian Vahan. This identification 
also has weaknesses, in that BP mentions no contact between Vahan and Pap 
and says that Vahan was murdered by his own son rather than by Pap (BP 5.4, 
59). Even so, here again, BP may be creating a double. We can tentatively iden- 
tify Ammianus’s Artabanes with aspects of the two sparapet whom BP names 
Mushel and Vahan Mamikonean. 


None of the identifications made here can be proven. Nevertheless, comparison 
of BP’s account with Ammianus’s demonstrates both the importance of BP to the 
question and the caution we should exercise before accepting oversimplified schemes 
for Shapur’s administration in Armenia based solely on AM. The fact that BP ap- 


5. BP 4.50 describes the defection of Vahan and claims that Shapur offered Vahan his sis- 
ter in marriage and entrusted him with “the cushion and diadem that formerly belonged to 
his ancestors.” All this implies that Shapur intended him to rule with Meruzan (but cf. MX 3.36 
on the marriage). Vahan’s and Meruzan’s joint Armenian rule is confirmed at 4.58-59. Like 
Ammianus's Artabanes, BPs Vahan played an important military role, BP 4.58; MX 3.35. BP 
4.59 places Vahan’s murder before Bagawan (a. 372). 
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parently refers to the leaders named in Ammianus but also identifies further lead- 
ers would indicate that Ammianus has not given us a complete picture. We must there- 
fore speak not of two but of at least five figures with leadership roles, possibly more 
depending on the credibility of the proposed identifications: (1) Zik, (2) Karen, (3) 
Meruzan, (4) Cylaces/Glak, (5) Artabanes/Mushel/Vahan. This combination would 
imply that Shapur intended to combine Sassanian provincial administrators (the Zik 
and Karen) with Armenian nakharars (Meruzan, Cylaces/Glak, and Artabanes/Mushel/ 
Vahan), not to create an independent dyarchy. 


APPENDIX C 


Natural Disasters 
and the Reign of Valens 


Valens’s reign and the period immediately preceding it witnessed an extraordinary 
number of natural disasters. The sources describe as many as seven major earth- 
quakes in the twenty years between 358 and 378, as well as a devastating tsunami, 
a prodigious hailstorm in Constantinople, and two famines, one in Anatolia and 
the second in Syria. Not surprisingly, we have contemporary evidence indicating 
that those who lived under Valens were well aware of the unusually high number 
of fateful events coincident with his reign.! Indeed, even before 378, some writers 
began to lump these together as evidence of divine displeasure with the state of af- 
fairs under Valens. When Valens died his ignoble death at Adrianople —yet further 
proof of divine anger—it became even more convenient to describe the entire reign 
as a period of undifferentiated catastrophe.” This tendency to package the unre- 
lenting concatenation of disasters under Valens as an indistinguishable blur of cat- 
aclysm has filtered into much present scholarship. Until an outstanding article by 
F. Jacques and B. Bousquet began to sort out the various events in the order they 
occurred, many scholars simply clustered all of them around the spectacular tsu- 
nami of 365.° Jacques and Bousquet, whose work focused on this tsunami, have 


1. See, e.g., Them. Or. 11.150d; cf. Or. 8.106d. 

2. Basil Homilia IX quod Deus non est auctor malorum 5 (PG 31.337-40); Greg. Naz. Or. 16.5 
and 19 (PG 35.933 and 962); cf. Oros. 7.32.5; Soc. 4.3.3—5, 11.1-2, 16.7-8; Soz. 6.10.2; Anony- 
mous V Athanasii 29 (PG 25.ccx); Photius V Athanasii 14 (PG 25.ccxxii); Simeon Metaphrastes 
V Athanasii 17 (PG 25.ccxlv); Jacob of Edessa Chron., p. 296; Cedrenus, pp. 543-44. Lib. Or. 
18.292 attributes the concentration of natural disasters in the 360s to the earth's anguish over 
Julian’s death. 

3. Jacques and Bousquet 1984 with earlier references. From a more global perspective, Hor- 
den and Purcell 2000, 304-12, downplay the long-term consequences of such disasters; they 
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shown that there is enough chronologically precise information to make much finer 
distinctions. This appendix carries their work further by covering events over a 
broader chronological span and treating nonseismic disasters as well. It should give 
some idea of the scale and frequency of the problems Valens faced. These troubles 
affected both the way he was forced to administer his territory and his ability to 
finance his government. 


EARTHQUAKE: AUGUST 24, 358 


Ammianus’s report, which is filled with circumstantial details, indicates that the earth- 
quake, centered at Nicomedia, occurred at the break of dawn (contrast Theophanes 
and the Chronicon paschale, who report that the quake occurred at the third hour of 
the night, and Sozomen, who says the second hour of the day).* According to Am- 
mianus, much of the city tumbled down the hillside and, as Sozomen confirms, any- 
thing that remained standing was consumed in an ensuing conflagration, which lasted 
for five days. Ammianus also reports that the quake (s) affected Macedonia, Asia, and 
Pontus, which coincides with the testimony of the Consularia Constantinopolitana that 
150 other cities were damaged simultaneously with Nicomedia.? 


EARTHQUAKE: DECEMBER 2, 362 


Only Ammianus reports this quake, which apparently further leveled Nicomedia and 
also damaged parts of Nicaea.® 


EARTHQUAKE: MAY 19, 363 


This quake, in Syria Palaestina, which put a stop to Julian's reconstruction of the 
Temple in Jerusalem, received considerable attention from Christian authors." Their 
descriptions of fireballs are probably accurate, for earthquakes often create explosions 


cannot, however, deny the short-term social and economic impact on both the local and—in 
cases like the tsunami of 365—regional level. 

4. AM 17.7.1-8 (Aug. 24, 358); cf. 22.9.4; Cons. Const. s.a. 358 (Aug. 24, 358); Soc. 2.39.2-3 
(Aug. 28, 358); Jer. Chron. s.a. 358; Aur. Vict. Caes. 16.12 (a. 358); Chron. Edes. no. 25 (a. 670 
7 A.D. 358/59); Chron. Pasch., p. 543 (Oct. 359); Theoph. a.m. 5850 (a. 357/58); Cedrenus, 
p. 530; Philostorg. 4.10; Soz. 4.16.2-11; Lib. Or. 61.12-23; Ep. 388, 1187. 

5. We need not be skeptical of the concentration of seismic events mentioned by the sources 
in this area. Nicomedia lies on the North Anatolian Fault, one of the most seismically active re- 
gions in the world. In the past 2,000 years, the fault has caused 600 documented quakes—40 
of magnitude 7 or above—in the area around the Sea of Marmara on which Nicomedia lies. 
Moreover, earthquakes here as elsewhere tend to occur in clusters as with the recent quakes on 
August 17 and November 12, 1999, in and around Izmit (Nicomedia) itself. The fault consists 
of a number of fissures interlocked in such a way that a major quake on one often triggers less 
powerful quakes all along the fault line. 

6. AM 22.13.5 (Dec. 2, 362); cf. Lib. Or. 18.292. 

7. AM 23.1.3; Ruf. HE 10.39; Soc. 3.20.8-15; Soz. 5.22.7-8; Theod. HE 3.20.5-6; Lib. Or. 


1.134, 17.30, 18.292. 
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through the release of subterranean methane gas. The destruction stretched as far 
east as the Dead Sea and the valley of the Jordan.’ 


TSUNAMI: JULY 21, 365 


The earthquake of July 365, centered on western Crete, and the resulting tidal wave, 
which ran west-northwest to Sicily and east-southeast to Egypt, was the most devas- 
tating natural disaster in the reign of Valens and one of the most devastating in Ro- 
man antiquity.? Here again Ammianus’s account is the most detailed: early in the 
morning, the coastal waters in affected areas began to recede, exposing marine 
wildlife and leaving boats stranded on the seafloor; a massive inundation followed, 
reaching inland as far as two miles in some regions and leaving boats marooned on 
rooftops. Many thousands were killed (Cedrenus reports 50,000) and the destruc- 
tion to monuments was widespread, as the inscriptions from as far apart as Nauplion 
in the Peloponnese and Putorti in Sicily indicate. Sicily, Epirus, Achaea, Boeotia, 
Crete, and Egypt are mentioned in the sources as having been affected. Some areas 
were forever destroyed, such as, for example, the prosperous lands of Panephysis east 
of Alexandria, which, according to Cassian, were transformed into a brackish inland 
swamp.!° Many sources also report the earthquake that triggered the tsunami. 
Jerome actually knew an eyewitness who lived through the quake on Crete, as he re- 
ports in his Commentary on Isaiah. That the epicenter of the 365 quake was on or near 
Crete is clear from testimony in the Lives of Athanasius reporting the collapse of over 
100 cities on the island. Indeed, to this day the coast of western Crete still bears ge- 
ologically identifiable marks of a sudden nine-meter uplift datable to 365 through 
radiocarbon tests on fossilized marine life.!! 


HAIL: JULY 4, 367 


Socrates reports hand-sized chunks of hail in Constantinople in 367, and Jerome in- 
dicates that several people were killed by their impact.!? It is difficult to gauge the 


8. See Jacques and Bousquet 1984, 433-34. 

g. The event is dated to July 21, 365, at AM 26.10.15-19; Chron. Pasch., p. 556; Cons. Const. 
s.a. 365; Fest. ind. 37; and Consularia Italica 478 (MGH.AA 9.295). See also CIG 1166 = IG 4.674, 
at Nauplion (a. 365/67); AE 1913, 227, at Putorti; Soc. HE 4.3.3-5 (a. 365); Jacob of Edessa 
Chron., p. 296 (a. 365); Them. Or. 11.150d; Jer. Chron. s.a. 366; V Hilarionis 40 (PL 23.51); Comm. 
in Esaiam 15 (CCSL 73.176); Soz. 6.2.14-15 (reign of Julian); Theoph. a.m. 5859 (a. 366/67); 
Cassian Coll. 7.26.2, 11.3.1-2; Anonymous V Athanasii 29 (PG 25.ccx); Photius V Athanasii 14 
(PG 25.ccxxii); Simeon Metaphrastes V Athansii 17 (PG 25.ccxlv); Cedrenus, pp. 543-44 and 
550; Oros. 7.32.5; John of Nikiu Chron. 82.21. Jacques and Bousquet 1984 treat both the his- 
tory and the seismology of this event in superb detail. In their appendix, they list most—although 
not all—of the sources offered here, as well as a number of derivative accounts that I omit. 

10. See A. Martin 1996, 597-98, for details on the psycho-spiritual consequences of the 
tsunami in Alexandria. 

11. Kelletat 1998. 

12. Cons. Const. s.a. 367 (July 4, 367); Chron. Pasch., p. 557 (June 2, 367); Soc. HE 4.11.1-2 
(June 2, 367); Jer. Chron. s.a. 367; Soz. 6.10.2. 
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scale of destruction to monuments and crops in the area, but the psychological ef- 
fect was great for those wishing to see divine displeasure in the current state of ec- 
clesiastical affairs. 


EARTHQUAKE: OCTOBER 11, 368 


Most sources, especially Gregory of Nazianzus, whose brother narrowly escaped death 
there, report massive destruction in Nicaea.!? Socrates and Sozomen indicate that 
the quake also cut a broader swath across Bithynia. 


EARTHQUAKE: CA. 368 


Socrates alone reports that shortly after the Nicaea event, Germas, further to the east, 
was also destroyed by an earthquake.!* 


FAMINE: 370 


Jerome, the Consularia Constantinopolitana, and Socrates provide good evidence for 
a major famine (magna fames) centered in Phrygia and extending across central Ana- 
tolia in 370.!? The extent of the territory affected by the famine seems to have been 
much wider than just Phrygia. Socrates confirms that food troubles affected Con- 
stantinople when hungry provincials flocked to the city to take advantage of the sur- 
plus grain stockpiled there. Indeed, food supply problems probably explain why 
Valens rushed back to Constantinople in late 370 after having raced to the eastern 
frontier earlier in the year to halt the collapse of Armenia. He is first attested back 
in the capital in December 370,9 and a law of February 371 confirms that one of 
his major objectives in returning was to restructure grain shipping to the eastern cap- 
ital. It was perhaps at this time that he constructed the new Horrea Valentiaca, and 
he may also have worked on the port facilities." 

The famine apparently affected territories much further east as well. Valens issued 
a law in the twelfth indiction year (September 1, 369/August 31, 370), which or- 
dered the clearing ofthe river Orontes, Antioch's grain-supply line, by marines placed 
temporarily under the charge of the praetorian prefect.'® Although it is unlikely that 
a drought in Anatolia reached south of the Taurus, the shortage of grain empirewide 
may have affected Valens's decision to take this precautionary measure. Above all, 
several passages from the Cappadocian fathers describe in some detail the effects of 


13. The earthquake is dated to Oct. 11, 368, at Cons. Const. s.a. 368, Chron. Pasch., p. 557; 
and Soc. 4.11.4. See also Jer. Chron. s.a. 368; Greg. Naz. Or. 7.15; Ep. 20; Basil Ep. 26; John of 
Nikiu Chron. 82.19; Malalas 13.36 (p. 343: Sept. 368); Soz. 6.10.2. 

14. Soc. 4.11.5. 

15. Cons. Const. s.a. 370; Jerome Chron. s.a. 370; Soc. 4.16.7-17.1. 

16. Seeck, Regesten, 241; cf. Barnes 1998, 252. 

17. CTh 13.5.14 (Feb. 11, 371); Not. urb. Consp. 6.16; cf. Them. Or. 11.150c on the port. 

18. CTh 10.23.1 = Cf 11.13.1. 
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“the most severe famine ever recorded.”!? This Cappadocian famine has generally 
been dated to 368/69, but on closer inspection, there is every reason to redate it to 
370. First of all, in his “Encomium of Basil,” Gregory of Nazianzus places the famine 
immediately before his discussion of Basil’s election, which occurred in September 
370.7! Secondly, we have four homilies delivered by Basil during the period of the 
famine in which he treats the divine causes of the disaster and encourages the wealthy 
of Cappadocia to open their grain stores to the needy.? In one of these, Basil men- 
tions earthquakes, which has confused editors familiar with the Cappadocian corpus, 
who have wanted to see in this a reference to the earthquake of October 11, 368— 
the quake from which Gregory of Nazianzus’s brother narrowly escaped—and thus 
dated the famine to 368/69. This dating must be rejected. In fact the passages in 
question refer to multiple disasters: “destructions of cities, earthquakes, [and] tidal 
waves."?* Basil was thus not alluding to a single event but to the series of natural dis- 
asters that had plagued Anatolia in the previous decade. Even though the previously 
assumed 368/69 date is not proven by Basil’s homilies, the homilies can give us a 
clue to the chronology. Basil describes the prelude to the famine in his “Homily on 
Hunger and Drought”: the winter had brought no snow and the spring no rain, leav- 
ing no grain for a summer harvest.?* The famine thus began in early summer. But 
which summer? This we can determine from three letters of Basil, written to Euse- 
bius of Samosata with excuses for Basil's failure to pay a promised visit, which also 
make reference to the circumstances of this famine. In one, Basil mentions the close 
of winter and the anticipation of famine, and in the second, the actual manifestation 
of the famine.” The third, although it does not mention the famine, is clearly re- 
lated by mention of the postponed visit. Fortunately, this last letter can be dated by 
its reference to the death of Basil’s mother, Emmelia, to 370.” The famine was thus 
that summer. 

One of the homilies of Basil also makes several mentions of a plague (nosos)?" In a 
homily datable to 373, Gregory of Nazianzus also describes a recent hailstorm that was 
only the third in a series of disasters to strike Cappadocia, the first two being a livestock 


19. Greg. Naz. Or. 43.34-6; Greg. Nys. In laudem Basilii 17; Greg. Nys. V Macrinaeg72 (GNO 
8.1: 384); Greg. Nys. Eun. 1.103 (GNO 1: 56-57). 

20. For various attempts at dating see Loofs 1898, 50-52; Bernardi 1968, 60-61; Hauschild 
1973-93, 2: 20-21. 

21. On the date of Basil's election, see Pouchet 1992. 

22. Basil Homilia VI in Illud: Destruam horrea mea (PG 31.261-77); Homilia VII in divites (PG 
31.277-304); Homilia VIII dicta tempore famis et siccitatis (PG 31.304-28); Homilia IX quod Deus 
non est auctor malorum (PG 31.329-54). On these homilies, see now Holman 1999; 2001, 64-98, 
182-92; cf. Bernardi 1968, 60-68; Rousseau 1994, 136-40. 

29. Basil Homilia IX quod Deus non est auctor malorum 5 (PG 31.997—40): LHóAeov 8€ abavıouoı, 
ceopol TE kai EmikÄvceis, Kal orparoméócv amwdeaı, Kal vavdyıa, Kal macaı mroÀvavÜpcrmro 
popar. Cf. ibid. 2, 3 (PG 31.331, 334); Greg. Naz. Or. 16.5 (PG 35.933). 

24. Homilia VII dicta tempore famis et siccitatis 2 (PG 31.308-9). 

25. Basil Ep. 27, 31. 

26. Basil Ep. 30. Emmelia's death is datable shortly before Basil's election in 370 at Greg. 
Nys. V Macrinae 973 (GNO 8.1: 384-85); cf. Hauser-Meury 1960, 63. 

27. Basil Homilia IX quod Deus non est auctor malorum 2, 3, 5 (PG 31.332, 333, 3377). 
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epidemic and a drought.?? We might assume that the drought was that of 370 but are 
left wondering whether the epidemic was somehow connected. This seems entirely plau- 
sible. Although the food shortage was most acute for humans in the summer of 370, 
for animals the dry winter and spring would have been just as bad, leaving them with 
no fodder. Further confirmation of a livestock plague under Valens comes in a little 
noticed passage of Jerome where the author notes that Valens had recently issued a 
law forbidding the consumption of veal in the eastern empire as a measure to benefit 
agriculture.?° This would make best sense in the context of a major cattle plague. 


FAMINE: SUMMER 372-SPRING 373 


In oration eleven, delivered to Valens in Syria in 373, Themistius mentions recent 
efforts to relieve the victims of a famine.? While we might be tempted to associate 
this with the famine of 370, a more recent and local event would better fit the date 
of the speech. A hymn of Saint Ephraem’s dated to 372 describes a shortage of the 
“bread of truth” in terms that make it quite clear that an earthly famine was occur- 
ring as he wrote in Syrian Edessa.*! This famine can be dated more securely by a pas- 
sage from the Historia Lausiaca, where Palladius describes how Ephraem undertook 
relief efforts for a famine at Edessa in the last year of his life. This involved extensive 
work and would have lasted up to the next year’s harvest. Indeed, Palladius tells us 
that Ephraem only completed his labors and returned to his retreat one month be- 
fore his death. This occurred on June 9, 373.” The famine thus hit in the summer 
of 372, and its effects were felt into the following year. 


EARTHQUAKE: 375 


Symmachus reports rebuilding at Beneventum in Campania after a recent quake, 
and his testimony seems to be confirmed by a series of rebuilding inscriptions from 
the region.” 


EARTHQUAKE: WINTER 375/76 


Zosimus reports that shortly after Valentinian’s death (November 17, 375) earth- 
quakes occurred in Crete, the Peloponnese, and the rest of Greece.*! An inscription 


28. Greg. Naz. Or. 16.10 (PG 35.948). 

29. Jer. Contra Iovinianum 2.7 (PL 23.308): "Unde et imperator Valens nuper legem per 
Orientem dederat, ne quis vitulorum carnibus vesceretur, utilitatis agriculturae providens." Opelt 
1971 offers a different interpretation. 

30. Them. Or. 11.150d. 

31. Ephraem Carmen Nisibenum 29.25-37 (CSCO-SS 219.84—5). On the date, see Beck 
1961, iv. 

32. Palladius Hist. Laus. 40.1—4 and Chron. Edes. no. 30 (a. 684 = A.D. 373); cf. Outtier 1973, 
14-15. 

33. Symm. Ep. 1.3.3-4; Cappelletti 1999. 

34. Zos. 4.18.1-4; Lib. Or. 2.52; AE 1933, 197; AE 1929, 23 = SEG 11.773 with Robert 
1948, 63. 
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from Gortyn datable to 372/76, which styles the praetorian prefect Petronius Probus 
evepyeTi Kal owrnpa, may be associated with relief efforts on Crete in the quake’s af- 
termath, and averse inscription of Sparta from 3776 points to rebuilding after a quake 
there; an oration of Libanius’s datable to 380/81 confirms that the quake also af- 
fected Cyprus—which lies on the same fault line as Crete and the Peloponnese. 


35. Norman 1969-77, 2:39 n. c, associates Libanius's reference with the quake mentioned 
at Zos. 4.18.1-4. 


APPENDIX D 


Civic Structures Built under 
Imperial Sponsorship, A.D. 364-378 


The construction of public works and architectural showpieces had been an im- 
portant duty ofall emperors since the time of Augustus. Indeed, fourth-century em- 
perors as much as their predecessors actively sought the glory associated with pub- 
lic architecture.! Thus it is no surprise that the Panegyrici Latini resound with praise 
for imperial building projects, and fourth-century epitomators were always keen to 
catalog the architectural feats of admirable emperors to serve as exempla for the 
present generation.” Ancient authors agree that Valentinian, Valens, and Gratian 
gladly lived up to this expectation with extensive building projects of their own.? 
And, like their predecessors, the Valentiniani were themselves regaled with praise 
for their projects in panegyrics.* Perhaps most striking among these is Themistius’s 
eleventh oration, where the rhetor hails Valens as the true founder of Constantinople 
because of his completion of the aqueduct and imperial baths there.’ Both of these 
were structures initiated under the Constantinians, leading Themistius to argue that 
the baths, which had already been named after Constantine, might more appro- 
priately be renamed for Valens himself. After all, Valens did affix his name to the 
aqueduct, several of whose imposing arcades still stand in Istanbul.? Indeed, Valen- 


1. See, e.g., AM 16.10.15-17, 17.4.6-16; cf. Lendon 1997, 116. 

2. For the Panegyrici Latini, see Pan. Lat. 3 [11].9.1, 4 [10].35.4, 38.4, 6 [71.22.4-6, 9 
[4].18.1-5; cf. Them. Or. 4.58b-d, 18.222c-d. For epitomators, see Aur. Vict. Caes. 9.7, 8, 10.5, 
11.4, 12.2, 13.3-5, 17.3, 41.18; Epit. 1.18, 4.4, 9.8-10, 11.3-4, 14.4—5, 41.13. See also the ad- 
monition at DRB 1.4. 

3. Malalas 13.29-31, 35 (pp. 338-39, 342); AM 30.9.1, 31.1444. 

4. Symm. Or. 3.9; Them. Or. 6.832, 13.167b-ı68b. 

5. Them. Or. 11.151c-152b; cf. 150a-d. 

6. Evidence in the catalog at Co 5. Cyril Mango (1990b, 20; 1995, 10-12) has raised the 
question whether the remains of "Valens's aqueduct" (Turkish, Bozdogan) in Istanbul were not 
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tinian, Valens, and Gratian never hesitated to name structures after themselves and 
members of their families." Architecture, they knew, would long outlast them and 
serve as a monumental reminder of the glory they hoped to project, especially if it 
advertised their names. 

Even so, there was more to the building program of the Valentiniani than the sim- 
ple pursuit of renown. Some of this can be gleaned from Themistius’s insistence that 
Valens's completion of half-finished structures counted for more than their initia- 
tion. This rhetoric reflects a broader ideology of pragmatism and renewal that un- 
derlay the administration of all three emperors. The same ideology comes out al- 
ready in the first months of their reign when the new emperors issued a law insisting 
that no new construction should be undertaken until old buildings that had fallen 
into “disfigured ruins" (deformes ruinae) were first repaired.® Within the next year and 
a half, this law was restated in four extant constitutions, making it clear that the re- 
building and completion of monuments was a key priority in these early years.? From 
epigraphy, we can confirm that these laws were carried out. In North Africa, where 
the epigraphic record is uniquely abundant, 27 of the 40 buildings known to have 
been built or rebuilt under Valentinian I were completed between 364 and 967.1? 
Moreover, the inscriptions marking these reconstructions echo with almost uncanny 
consistency the language of the laws by heralding the restoration of structures 
“disfigured by the decay of ruin" (ruinarum labe deformes). 

Some of this insistence on restoration was a matter of simple necessity. The pe- 
riod leading up to and encompassing Valentinian's and Valens's reigns witnessed an 
extraordinary number of natural disasters, including seven earthquakes and a dev- 
astating tsunami (see appendix C). Our epigraphic material attests directly to the 


rather those of Hadrian's earlier construction. I retain the traditional identification following 
Berger 1997, 379-80. 

7. See examples in the catalog at Af 26, It 2, 4, Ro 4, 6, Co 5, 7-9, Or 4, and An 7. See also 
Cularo, which Valentinian renamed Gratianopolis, whence the modern Grenoble in Switzer- 
land (Notitia Galliarum 11.9). 

8. CTh 15.1.11 = CJ8.11.5 (May 25, 364). 

9. CTh15.1.14 (Jan. 1, 365), 15.1.15 (Feb. 16, 365), 15.1.16 (Mar. 15, 365), 15.1.17 (Oct. 
6, 365). Baldini 1979 demonstrates that these were part of a lex generalis that is no longer ex- 
tant. Cf. Valens’s law of 377 ordering curials to repair their old houses (C/8.10.8). 

10. Thus an average of 6.75 buildings were built per year in the first four years of Valen- 
tinian's reign compared with 1.5 per year for the last eight years. The statistics are different for 
Valens’s reign primarily because Valens became engrossed in the Procopius revolt precisely when 
Valentinian was building most vigorously. For a second wave of building clustered around the 
decennalia of the two emperors, see catalog numbers It 2, 3, Ro 7, Co 4-6, and Or 4. Most of 
these projects predate Valentinian's and Valens's return to cities of revenues from their civic 
estates in 372 (see p. 295). 

11. See catalog numbers Af 1, 2, 6-8, 11, 12, 14-16, 18, Ro 3, and As 1; cf. CIL 10.7017; 
Them. Or. 11.150c-d. Themistius used similar rhetoric in a speech to Gratian from 376 (Or. 
13.167b), mirrored in Gratian's own speech to the Senate on January 1, 376 (CTh 15.1.19; cf. 
10.19.8 and Symm. Ep. 1.13). Here again the rhetoric shows up on contemporary inscriptions 
(cf. Af 28-33). Further epigraphic confirmation of central control can be found in the stereo- 
typed use of “golden age” language (pro magnificentia / splendore felicium saeculorum) in inscrip- 
tions from 364-67, see catalog numbers Af 1, 2, 5-7, 9, 10, 12, 14, and 16-18. 
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fact that several monuments destroyed by these events were targeted for restoration, 
and Themistius confirms that rebuilding after these disasters was a high priority.!? 
Even so, much of the effort to rebuild old monuments rather than undertaking new 
ones must have sprung from the inherent pragmatism of these two soldier emper- 
ors. Both were aware that abundant architectural resources already existed and that 
rebuilding decrepit structures or completing unfinished ones offered both a more 
practical and amore economical means to shore up the architectural infrastructure 
of the empire. 

The pragmatism of Valentinian’s and Valens’s building program can be seen in the 
kinds of structures on which they focused: both were concerned with projects ofbene- 
fit to the masses. For this reason, both were obsessed with the construction of water- 
works. Valens’s aqueduct in Constantinople is an excellent example: when it opened 
in 373, it provided water to a city that had formerly been “enfeebled” by lack of water.!? 
To store this new supply, Valens also saw to the construction of a new cistern and 
nymphaeum.!* Although Rome was already well outfitted with aqueducts, we know 
from a law of Valentinian’s that these were rebuilt at the same time and an inscrip- 
tion records the construction of a water tower in 365.!° And several other cities also 
witnessed the construction or reconstruction of aqueducts between 364 and 978.16 
So too, both emperors were obsessed with the construction or reconstruction of baths. 
In the west, we know of eleven bath complexes rebuilt in the period between 364 
and 378; in the east, Valens built or completed three baths in Constantinople and a 
fourth, named after himself, in Antioch.!7 Waterworks and baths, inherently prag- 
matic and quintessentially Roman necessities, were thus of major concern to Valen- 
tinian and Valens. 

Similar pragmatism can be seen in Valentinian's and Valens's interest in bridges. 
Valentinian rebuilt every bridge along the Tiber between Rome and Ostia— 
thirteen of them we now know from one of his inscriptions.!® Although we have no 
epigraphic testimony for similar efforts by Valens, a reference in Themistius indicates 
that he too constructed or reconstructed bridges, and a reference in Malalas con- 
firms that he built a vaulted superstructure over the torrent called Parmenios in 


12. See catalog numbers Mo 3, It 2, As 1—2; cf. Mo 1-2, with Kent 1966, 165, and Them. 
Or. 11.150d. See also AE 1929, 23 = SEG 11.773, with Robert 1948, 63; Beschaouch 1975; Cap- 
pelletti 1999; cf. Foss 1979, 188-89. 

19. Them. Or. 11.151a: 6Avyodpaveovte. Cf. Or. 14.183c. 

14. For the Cistern, Aqueduct, and Nymphaeum, see catalog numbers Co 2, 5, and 6 
respectively. 

15. CTh14.6.3 (a. 365) and Ro 2. For other waterworks, see catalog numbers Af 8 and Or 1. 

16. See catalog numbers Af 24, It 5, As 2, and An 1; cf. CIL 10.7017 (ca. 370/79). Aque- 
duct construction and repair was, of course, not unique to the Valentiniani; see Pan. Lat. 3 
[11].9.2, 10.1, 5 [8].4.4, 9 [4].4.3; cf. Robert 1948, 64-72. 

17. See catalog numbers Af 1,6, 17-19, 32, 33, It 2, 4, 7, Co 4, 7, 8, and An 7; cf. Af 8. Of- 
ten these included porticoes, apparently a favorite architectural feature of the two emperors 
(Af 1, 8, 23, 26, 28, 29, Ro 5, 8, It 6, An 5). Valentinian also remodeled the Kaiserthermen of 
Trier, see Wightman 1971, 113-15. 

18. AE 1975, 134 = Floriani Squarciapino 1973-74. For some of these bridges, see catalog 
numbers Ro 3-5. Cf. Them. Or. 13.167c and CTh 10.10.2. See also Canali de Rossi 1999 on 
the evidence for extensive road repairs under the Valentiniani. 


396 APPENDIX D 


Antioch.!? What with their concern for justice, the Pannonian emperors also con- 
structed or reconstructed ten basilicas across the empire, at least one of which was 
outfitted with the requisite tribunal and secretarium called for in their law of 364.7° 
Fora, markets, and grain storage facilities were also a high priority?! And we have 
evidence for the reconstruction of several racecourses and amphitheaters, again pro- 
jects designed to serve the needs of the masses.?? 

With the buildings of Valentinian and Valens, we thus have further evidence to 
confirm a number of hypotheses presented in the main text. First, the imperial broth- 
ers concentrated on the completion or reconstruction of existing buildings rather 
than the inception of new ones. This fits well with the pragmatism we have already 
witnessed in their laws on the economy, taxation, and justice. Second, both were pri- 
marily interested in the same types of structures, particularly aqueducts, bridges, 
baths, and basilicas. This points up the fact that they worked together closely on their 
architectural programs, as on so much else. Finally, both focused their building ef- 
forts on projects of benefit to the masses. This fits well with the concern for the com- 
mon man that we have seen in their broader administration of the empire. 


CATALOG OF EPIGRAPHIC AND TEXTUAL SOURCES 


The evidence in this catalog is broken down by dioceses and is then presented in 
chronological order. Material from Antioch, Constantinople, and Rome, because it 
is particularly abundant, is grouped separately. 


Africa 


Af 1 Baths in Madaura (a. 364): AE 1917-18, 91 = ILAlg. 1.2101 


Af 2 Amphitheater? In Gelma (a. 364): CIL 8.5336 = ILAlg. 1.255; CIL8.5337 = 
ILAlg. 1.254 


Af 3 Temple in Henchir Mest (a. 364): AE 1933, 33 
Af 4 Unknown structure in Henchir el Abiadh (a. 364/67): AE 1909, 222 


19. Them. Or. 11.150c implies the construction not only of bridges but of other structures 
with broad public benefit. We cannot specify further the location or identity of these projects. 
For the Parmenios, see catalog number An 9. 

20. See catalog numbers Af 12, 14, 20, 22, It 1, 3, Ro 10, Mo 3, and An 3-4; cf. Af 27. On 
the tribunal and secretarium connected to the basilica at Luceria, see Russi 1991, 319-21, with 
CTh 1.16.9; cf. P Oxy 4381. 

21. For fora and markets, see catalog numbers Af 11, 30, 31, Ro 7, 8, Mo 1-3, An 2, 6. For 
horrea, see Af 10 and Co 9; cf. CTh 15.1.17. See also Valentinian's reconstruction of the horrea 
of Trier (Wightman 1971, 118). 

22. See catalog numbers Af 2, Or 3, and An 8. Naturally, many of these projects were paid 
for at civic expense. Even so, the catalog below presents only structures that were at least over- 
seen by imperial officials and were thus clearly mandated from the pragmatically minded em- 
perors on high, thus, e.g., Af 1-4, 6-9, 12-14, 17-23, 26-30, 33, and It 1. Lib. Ep. 196, 242, 
and 617 illustrate well how important a role pressure from imperial officials played in coaxing 
along civic building projects. Moreover, even civic projects were closely linked to imperial finance 
under the Valentiniani (see p. 295). 
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Af 5 Unknown structure in Kenchela (a. 364/67): CIL 8.22428 

Af 6 Baths in Kenchela (a. 364/67): AE 1911, 271 

Af 7 Quadroporticus in Timgad (a. 364/67): CIL 8.2388 = ILS 5554 

Af 8 Fountain temple in Ain-Drinn (a. 364/67): CIL 8.2656 

Af 9 Arch in Ksur el Ahmar (a. 364/67): CIL 8.4767 = 18701 = ILS 5571 

Af 10 Horrea in Rusicade (a. 364/67): CIL 8.7975 = ILS 5910 

Af 11 Forum Transitorium in Lambaesis (a. 364/67): CIL 8.2722 

Af 12 Basilica Vestiariain Cuicul / Djemila (a. 364/67): CIL8.20156 = ILS 5536 

Af 19 Unknown structure in Cuicul / Djemila (a. 364/67): AE 1911, 110 

Af 14 Basilica in Cuicul (a. 364/67): AE 1913, 35; AE 1946, 107 

Af 15 Unknown structure in Madaura (a. 364/67): AE 1917-18, 58 

Af 16 Unknown structure in Taparura/Sfax (a. 364/67): CIL 8.22890 = AE 
1902, 58 

Af 17 Baths in Madaura (a. 366/67): AE 1907, 237 

Af 18 Piscina in Calama (a. 366/67): CIL 8.5335 = ILS 5730 

Af 19 Baths in Carthage (a. 368/70): AE 1975, 873 

Af 20 Praetorium in Aradi (a. 368/70): AE 1955, 52 


Af 21 Triporticum in Henchir Sidi Ahmed el Hocheni (a. 368/70): CIL 
8.27817 = ILS 5557 


Af 22 Basilica in Cuicul/Djemila (a. 367/74): CIL 8.8324 = ILS 5535 

Af 23 Porticus nova in Ain Nechma (a. 367/75): CIL 8.17517 = AE 1892, 34 

Af 24 Aqueduct in Kenchela (a. 367/75): AE 1899, 216 

Af 25 Arch in Henchir el Abiadh (a. 367/75): AE 1909, 223 

Af 26 Portico in Constantina (a. 367/75): CIL 8.7015 = ILS 5555 

Af 27 Basilica ? in Vicus Maracitanus (a. 373/74): AE 1998, 1531 

Af 28 Portico in Thuburbo Maius (a. 376/77): AE 1915, 59 = AE 1919, 32 

Af 29 Portico and stairway in Henchir Tut el Kaya (a. 376/77): CIL8.14346 = 
ILS 5556 

Af 30 Rostra in Abthungi/Henchir Souar (a. 376/77): AE 1991, 1641-4 

Af 31 Forum in Abthungi/Henchir Souar (a. 376/77): AE 1995, 1655 

Af 32 Baths in Sabratha (a. 378): IRT 103 

Af 33 Licinian Baths in Dougga (a. 375/83): AE 1925, 31 


23. Publilius Caeionius Caecina Albinus, who restored this and many other monuments 
during his tenure as consularis Numidiae, is also recorded in fragmentary inscriptions that prob- 
ably mark building restorations in Lambaesis (CIL 8.2735 = 18229), Constantina (CIL 8.19502 
= ILAlg. 2.618 and CIL 8.6975 = ILAlg. 2.541), and Tasbent (AE 1909, 220). 
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Italia 


It 1 Secretariumand Tribunalin the Basilica at Luceria (a. 364/67): Russi 199174 
It 2 Baths in Putorti (a. 374): AE 1913, 227 

It 3 Basilica in Putorti (a. 374): AE 1913, 227 

It 4 Thermae Gratianae in Segusio (a. 375/78): CIL 5.7250 = ILS 5701 

It 5 Aqueduct in Segusio (a. 375/78): CIL 5.7250 = ILS 5701 

It 6 Temple and portico of Isis (a. 376): AE 1968, 86 

It 7 Thermae Maritimae in Ostia (a. 377): CIL 14.137 = ILS 5694 


Rome 


Ro 1 Doorway in St. Peters (a. 364/67): CIL 6.1170 = AE 1976, 102 

Ro 2 Water Tower on Via Ostiense (a. 365): CIL 6.3866 

Ro 3 Bridge on Fossa Galeria (a. 365/66): AE 1975, 134 

Ro 4 Pons Valentinianus (Ponte Sisto) (a. 366/67): CIL6.31402-12 = ILS 769; 
AM 27.3.3 

Ro 5 Porticus Deorum Consentium (a. 367/68): CIL 6.102 = ILS 4003, 

Ro 6 Pons Gratianus (Ponte Cestio) (a. 369): CIL 6.1175 =1LS771; CIL6.1176= 
ILS 772; CIL 6.31251; Sym. Or. 3.9; Them. Or. 13.167b 

Ro 7 Forum Palatinum (a. 374): CIL 6.1177 = ILS 776 

Ro 8 Porticus Eventus Boni (a. 374): AM 29.6.19 

Ro 9 Macellum Liviae (a. 375?): CIL 6.1178 = ILS 5592 

Ro 10 Basilica Iulia (a. 377): CIL 6.11566 = ILS 5537 


Moesiae 


Mo ı Colonnade of west shops in Corinth (a. 364/67): AE 1989, 654 
Mo 2 Stoa in Corinth (a. 364/67): Kent 1966, 166-7 no. 505 
Mo 3 Basilica in Nauplion (a. 366/67): CIG 1166 = IG 4.674 


24. Russi 1991, 312-13, makes the case that these structures were part of a basilica. 

25. CIL6.31405-7 indicate that the bridge was dedicated VOTIS DECENNALIBUS DOMINI 
NOSTRI, i.e., in 373, yet AM 27.3.3 implies that it was dedicated earlier. Floriani Squarciapino 
1973-74; 255 n. 14, argues convincingly for 366/67. See also Mommsen 1880; Bertinetti 
2000. 
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Constantinople 


Co 1 Tribunal in Hebdomon (a. 364/65):?° Them. Or. 6.83a 
Co 2 Cisterna Modestiaca (a. 369):?’ Cons. Const. s.a. 369; Not. urb. Const. 12.12 


Co 3 Church of the Holy Apostles (a. 370):?8 Cons. Const. s.a. 370; Jer. Chron. 
s.a. 370; Prosper Chron. s.a. 370; Chron. Pasch. p. 559 


Co 4 Thermae Constantinianae (ca. 373):°° Them. Or. 11.152a; Soc. HE 4.8.2; 
AM 31.1.4; John of Antioch fr. 184 


Co 5 Aqueduct of Valens (a. 373):? Jer. Chron. s.a. 373; Them. Or. 11.150d- 
152b, 13.168a-c; 14.183c; Greg. Naz. Or. 33.6; Soc. 4.8.7; Parastaseis synto- 
moi chronicae 74; Cedrenus, pp. 543, 544; Theoph. a.m. 5860; Zon. 
13.16.33-35 

Co 6 Nymphaion of Clearchus (a. $73): Them. Or. 13.168b; Not. urb. Const. 
11.14; Soc. 4.8.8-9; Zon. 13.16.33-5; Cedrenus, p. 543 


Co 7 Thermae Carosianae (a. 375): Cons. Const. s.a. 375; Chron. pasch., pp. 556, 
560; Not. urb. Const. 8.17; Soc. 4.9.5; Soz. 6.9.3; Theoph. a.m. 5860 


Co 8 Thermae Anastasianae (a. 375?):” Soc. 4.9.5; Soz. 6.9.3; Chron. pasch., p. 
556; Theoph. a.m. 5860; Not. urb. Const. 10.8 


Co 9 Horrea Valentiaca (a. ?): Not. urb. Const. 6.16 


26. See Van Millingen 1899, 326-31; Janin 1964, 139. Dagron 1974, 88-92, provides a 
useful list of imperial building projects in Constantinople during the fourth century. 

27. Lib. Ep. 827 indicates that the cistern was begun in 363 by an architect named Hel- 
pidius under Modestus's direction. See more at Janin 1964, 209; Berger 1997, 371. 

28. On the completion of this church see Mango 19904, 56. 

29. Them. Or. 11.152a indicates that Valens considered renaming this structure after him- 
self even though it had been begun under Constantius II(cf. Or. 4.58b-c; Chron. pasch., p. 534 
[a. 345]). The Notitia urbis Constantinopolitanae 11.10 makes it clear that the name Thermae Con- 
stantinianae was in use in the early fifth century. But in 427, the Constantinianae were remod- 
eled and rededicated as the Theodosianae (Chron. pasch., pp. 580—81). Even so, Evagrius HE 1.20 
indicates that some also referred to the complex as rò BaAevros Aovrpov. On the location of 
these and other baths in Constantinople, see Mango 1990b, 41; Berger 1997, 369-70. 

30. Them. Or. 11.151a-b makes it clear that, here again, Valens completed construction 
of the aqueduct begun under Constantine and Constantius. Indeed, Or. 4.58b (mnyas re wacom 
Tevwv ddÜovorépov vaydrwv) confirms that the Constantinian aqueduct was not complete as 
of 357. More on the aqueduct at Gegen 1996, with earlier bibliography, especially Dalman 1933. 

31. Socrates reports that this structure was commonly referred to as the ZlaiuÀés. Üöwp. See 
more at Janin 1964, 200-201; Mango 1995, 14-15; Berger 1997, 380. 

32. Among extant sources, Socrates first reports that Valens named separate public baths 
after his daughters, Anastasia and Carosa. His notice is followed closely by Sozomen, the Chroni- 
con paschale, and Theophanes. The Notitia urbis Constantinopolitanae makes it clear that Thermae 
Anastasianae there were, but Ammianus 26.6.14 (cf. 21.15.6) states explicitly that they were 
named after Constantine’s sister, PLRE Ts Anastasia 1. Perhaps, as with the baths of Constan- 
tine, these were completed by Valens and then rededicated in the name of Valens's own homony- 
mous daughter. Cf. Berger 1997, 369. 
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Asiana 


As 1 Moenia in Ephesus (a. 371): AE 1906, 30 = IK 11.1.42 
As 2 Aqueduct of Magnesia (a. 371/72): Robert 1948, 63 


Pontica 


Po 1 Unknown structure in Nigde (a. 369/77): Rott 1908, 379, no. 102 


Oriens 


Or 1 Fluvius Tatianus in Alexandria (a. 367/70): Barbarus Scaligeri 297 
(MGH.AA. 9.296)°° 

Or 2 Portae Petrinaein Alexandria (a. 367/70): Barbarus Scaligeri 297 (MGH.AA. 
9.296); cf. John of Nikiu Chron. 82.20; P Cair. Masp. 67168: IHvAóv Tarıavo (0). 


Or 3 Stadium in Tarsus (a. 367/75): CIG 4437 
Or 4 Tetrapylon in Athribis / Benka el Assel (a. 373): OGIS 722 = CIG 8610 
Or 5 Julian's tomb in Tarsus (a. ?): Lib. Or. 24.10 


Antioch 


An 1 Aqueduct at Daphne (a. 370): CTh 15.2.2 

An 2 Forum of Antioch rebuilt (a. 370/75):°4 Malalas 13.30-1 (p. 338-39) 

An 3 Caesarion of Antioch (a. 370/75): Malalas 13.30 (p. 338-39) 

An 4 Basilica opposite the Baths of Commodus (a. 370/75): Malalas 13.30 
(p- 339) 

An 5 Four colonnades (a. 370/75):? Malalas 13.30-31 (p. 339) 

An 6 Market (a. 370/75): Downey 1961, 406 n. 59 


33. Placed under the consular year 375 but clearly datable between 367 and 370, when Ta- 
tianus was prefect of Egypt. I do not list the rebuilding of the Caesarion in Alexandria, which 
was apparently funded entirely by the church; see Fest. ind. 40; cf. Fest. ind. 38; Ephiphan. Adv. 
haeres. 69.2.3. I do not separate Egypt from the diocese of Oriens for this table, although in 
370 Valens did split it off from Oriens to create an Egyptian diocese (see p. 280). 

34. Malalas 13.30 (p. 338) indicates that Valens's building activities in Antioch only began 
after he first arrived there in 370. Because he states that they were part of a coordinated pro- 
gram focused on Valens's new forum, and because that forum included three statues of Valen- 
tinian, it must have been completed before his death in 375. On this complex of buildings see 
Downey 1961, 403-7, 632-40. 

35. See Downey 1961, 406 n. 57, on Malalas’s confusing reference to these structures as 
Baca. 
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An 7 Valentinum lavacrum of Antioch (a. 370/78):?° AM 31.1.2; Malalas 13.31 
(p. 339); Michael Syrus Chron. 1.294 (Chabot) 

An 8 Cynegion in Antioch (a. $70/78):?7 Malalas 13.31 (p. 339); cf. Michael 
Syrus Chron. 1.294 (Chabot) 


An 9 Vaulting over the Parmenios (a. 370/78):?? Malalas 13.30 (p. 339) 


36. See Poccardi 1994, 1003-4, on the remains of baths. 

37. See Downey 1961, 407-10. The hippodrome was also rebuilt in the fourth century, per- 
haps under Valens. See Humphrey 1986, 455-57. 

38. See Downey 1961, 405, on the remains. 
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Crete, 387 

crown gold. See aurum coronarium 

Ctesiphon, 160 

curiae and curials, 259, 274-77, 289-91, 
295, 297-98, 313 

Cylaces, 170-73, 178, 381-83 


Cyrus River, 157, 173, 183, 311 
Cyzicus, 75, 77, 79, 83, 248 


Dacia, 189-90, 192, 361 

Dadastana, 19-20, 79 

Dagaliafus, 14, 21, 23, 52, 104 

Damasus of Rome, 240, 252 

Danielus, 179 

Daphne, Moesia, 121, 127, 145 

Datianus, 21 

debt collection, 72, 289, 291-92 

decennalia, 271 

Decius, 37, 121 

deditio, 341-44. 

defensor civitatis, 281 

Deir el Keif, 204, 379 

Demandt, A., 363 

Demirhanli, 338 

demonic possession, 179 

Demophilus, 250 

Demosthenes, 254, 258-59, 283 

Delphi, 217 

De rebus bellicis, 6, 127, 140-41, 284, 287- 
88, 292-94, 296, 299-300, 303 

deserters, 309, 331 

Dibaltum, 334 

Dibin, 204, 378 

Diocles, 273 

Diocletian, 16, 28, 37, 43, 97, 145, 189, 193, 
202, 301, 309, 313, 372 

disasters, natural, 216, 277-78, 385-91, 
394-95. See also earthquakes; famine; 
Tsunami of 365 

division of the army, 32-34, 40, 307-9 

division of the empire, 26-27, 34, 57 

Divitenses et Tungrecani, 72, 83, 99, 113, 
116, 308-9 

divorce, 267-68 

Dniester River, 120, 322 

Doara, 258 

Dobrugea, 131, 330 

Docimium, 80 

Domitius Modestus. See Modestus, 
Domitius 

Domnica, 53, 60, 241, 243-44 

Domnicus, 60 

Donatists, 238 

donatives, 22, 25, 289-90 

Don River, 120, 321 

Doryphorianus, 220, 232 


Drastamat, 170 
Dura, treaty of. See Persia, treaty of 363 
Durostorum, 128, 130, 325 


earthquakes, 386-88, 390-91 

easter, 240 

Edessa, 174, 178, 237, 257-58, 261, 275, 
390 

editores, 2770-71 

education, 92-95, 269-70 

Egeria, 207, 257-58 

Egypt, 205, 278-79, 280, 304, 314-16, 352, 
379. 387 

Eleusis, 217 

Eleusius of Cyzicus, 248-49, 260 

Emmelia, 389 

Entrechius, 106 

Ephesus, 271, 295-96, 378 

Ephraem Syrus, 8, 166, 262, 390 

Epic Histories, 8-9, 170, 175, 381-83 

Epiphanius of Salamis, 7, 244, 259, 267 

Equitius. See Aequitius 

Errington, M., 133, 357, 360 

Eudoxius of Constantinople, 235-36, 
243-46, 248, 250-51 

Eugenius, eunuch, 72, 83 

Eulogius of Edessa, 257-58, 261 

Eunapius of Sardis, 4—5, 65, 322, 343, 346, 
354, 364, 367 

Eunomius, 109, 113, 235, 242, 244-45, 
248-49 

Eunomius of Samosata, 259-60 

Euphrasius, 74, 109, 113, 308 

Euphrates River, 160, 163, 169, 179, 202, 
362 

Eupraxius, 64 

Eusebius of Caesarea, Cappadocia, 246, 253 

Eusebius of Caesarea, Palestine, 123 

Eusebius of Nicomedia, 235-36 

Eusebius of Samosata, 258-61, 323, 335, 
389 

Eusebius, vicar of Pontica, 60, 259 

Euserius, 224 

Eustathius, archiatros, 113 

Eustathius of Antioch, 250 

Eustathius of Sebaste, 246 

Eutolmius Tatianus. See Tatianus, Fl. 
Eutolmius 

Eutropius, 6, 19, 62, 65, 71, 174, 186-96, 
227, 289, 295-96, 312 
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Euzoius of Antioch, 244, 251-52, 256 

Evagrius, governor under Julian, 107 

Evagrius, Nicene candidate in Constantino- 
ple, 250 

Expositio totius mundi, 38, 42-43, 55 


fabrica, 43, 259, 274; 329, 345 

family law, 267-68 

famine, 253, 277, 388-90 

famosi,18, 88, 115 

Farnobius, 331-32, 334 

Fausta, 98 

Faustinus, 57, 59, 219 

fertile crescent, 153-54 

Festal Index, 9 

Festus, 6, 61, 62, 65-66, 71, 174, 186-96, 
225-26, 231, 233, 296, 312 

Fidelius, 61, 66 

Fidustius, 224 

finance, 83-84 

Firmicus Maternus, 230 

Firmus, 310-11 

Flavianus, prefect of Egypt, 61 

Flavius as cognomen, 51 

Florentius, 81, 113 

foederati, 122 

foedus, 341-44 

formale, 293, 

fortifications, 44, 125, 127, 130-31, 144— 
45. 159, 375-79 

Fortunatianus, 62, 67, 216, 223 

Frakes, R., 281-82 

Fraomarius, 146 

Franks, 324, 326, 351 

fraus, 273 

Frigeridus, 334, 349, 356, 364 

Fritigern, 181, 321, 323-24, 327-33, 336- 
37, 342, 344-47, 353-54 


Gaatha, 119 

Gabinius, 145, 181 

Galatia, 79, 326 

Galerius, 40, 121, 161, 189, 193, 318 
Galla, 92, 103 

Gallienus, 189-90, 194, 289 

Gallus, 16, 24, 33, 56, 103, 110, 249 
Gaudentius, 57 

Gaul, 67, 76, 87, 109, 330, 356 
Gennobaudes, 146 

George of Alexandria, 214, 236 
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Germanicopolis, 198 

Germas, 388 

Germinius of Sirmium, 241-42 

Getae, 355 

Getasa, 252 

Ghassan, 202 

Giardina, A., 298-99 

Gibbon, E., 369 

Gibraltar, 351 

gladiatorial games, 240 

Glak. See Cylaces 

gold, 290, 299-302, 304, 347-48 

Gomoarius, 80-81, 83, 99, 113 

Gorsium, 44 

Gothicus maximus. See victory titles 

Gordian III, 318 

Goths: auxiliaries to Roman forces, 116-17, 
123-25, 137, 147-52, 317-18, 324-25; 
Christianity, 119-20, 125, 321, 338, 347; 
civil war, 4, 320-21, 347; ethnogenesis, 
331-33; foreign relations with Rome, 
117, 121-26, 371-72; manufacturing 
and trade, 117-19, 124-25, 135-36; 
migration of 376, 183-84, 200, 317- 
25, 341-55; numbers, 353; raiding, 124— 
25; revolt of 377, 184; social structures, 
120; support for Procopius, 75, 82, 99, 
116, 123, 151—52, 320, 325; treaty of 
332, 122-25, 147-52; treaty of 369, 
126, 133-37, 323; tribute, 123-24, 
136-37, 151, 347-48; war of 367-69, 
127-37, 172-74, 185-86, 188-89, 
199, 243-44, 269, 284, 320; war of 377— 
83, 206, 208-9. See also Greuthungi; 
Sintana de Mures-Icherniakov sites; 
Tervingi 

grain shippers. See navicularü 

Grata, 10 

Gratian, father of Valentinian and Valens, 
36-41, 46-47, 53, 89-90 

Gratian, Augustus: accession, 30-31, 90- 
91; dynastic role, 40-41, 90-91, 102-3; 
education, 95; Gauls and, 67; gladiators 
and, 271; magic trials and, 232-33; 
relations with Valens, 330, 336-38, 356- 
67; religion and, 215, 262 

Gratiana, 130 

Gregory of Nazianzus, 7, 67, 246, 251, 253- 
54, 262, 273, 389 

Gregory of Nyssa, 7, 258, 283 

Grelle, F., 298-99 


Greuthungi, 120, 132, 139, 320, 321-23, 
327-28, 333-34, 338-39, 344-46, 349, 
352. 354-50 

Guardsmen. See Protectores Domestici and 
Scholae Palatinae 


Hadrian, 189-90, 193 

Hadrianople. Se Adrianople 

Haehling, R. von, 63 

Haemus Mountains, 329-30 

hail, 387 

Hannibal, 195 

headhunting, 139 

Heather, P., 134, 149-52, 294, 342-48 

Hebdomon, 24 

Hebrus River, 336 

Helenopolis, 78 

Heliodorus, astrologer, 223 

Heliodorus, praepositus cubiculariorum, 224 

Heliopolis, 256 

Hellespontus, 78, 83 

Helpidius, 109, 113 

Helvetii, 355 

Hendy, M.F., 301 

Heraclea, 83 

Hermanaric, 322 

Hermopolis, 314-15 

Heron of Alexandria, 269 

Hesychius, 306 

Hiberi et Thraces, 317 

Hierapolis, 174, 237, 314 

Hilarius, notarius, 224 

Hilary of Poitiers, 239 

Himerius, magister officiorum, 67 

hippodrome, 43-44 

Hira, 201 

Historia acephala, 9 

Hoffmann, D., 308-9, 311, 339 

hogs, 268-69 

Holy Apostles, Church of the, 20, 102, 399 

homoians, 235-37, 241—46, 248, 250-52, 
255-060, 262-63 

homoiousians, 235-37, 239-40, 243, 245-49 

homoousians, 235-39, 243, 250-56, 260, 
262-63 

Hormisdas, 80, 83, 109, 113 

horrea, 42-44, 279, 281, 297-99, 388 

horses, 54-55, 285, 288 

hostages, 123, 126, 342, 351 

Huns, 173-74, 176, 321-23, 330-32, 344- 
45: 354-55 


Hyperechius, 79, 83 
Hypsinus of Parnasus, 258 


Ianuarius, 21, 56-57 

Iberia and Iberians, 157-58, 165-66, 171- 
73, 176, 181-83, 194, 310-11, 365 

Iconium, 198, 200 

ideal emperor, 3, 84-97, 137-38, 211-13, 
264-65, 283, 286, 393-94 

Illegitimate children, 268 

Illyricum and Illyrians: background of 
Valentiniani, 48—50; favoritism by the 
Valentiniani, 56-61; historical geogra- 
phy, 36, 55; imperial guardsmen, 16— 
17, 21, 45-46; military manpower, 36- 
37> 75, 311, 330. 356, 358-59, 362, 
367; names, 50-51; prejudice against, 
18, 86-88. See also Pannonia 

imperial accession, 22, 24-25, 73 

imperial estates. See res privata 

Imru al Qays, 201-2 

inflation, 302-3 

Ingilene, 158-59, 161-62, 169, 183 

instrumentarius, 296 

Iovii et Victores, 75, 77-78, 88 

Iovius, PUC, 56 

Isaac, 261-62 

Isauria, 4, 197-200, 247, 312, 305, 316, 
334. 356 

Isidorus, Fl., 314-15 

Itinerarium Alexandri, 187—88, 191 

iudex, Gothic leader, 120, 126 

iunior. See senior and iunior 

Iusta, 103 


Jacques, F., 385 

John Chrysostom, 7, 225, 262, 267-68 

John of Antioch, 52-53 

Jordanes, 123, 328 

Jovian, 14-20: administration and finance, 
290-91; appearance, 45-46; death, 57; 
family, 9o; Julian and, 52-53, 98, 104- 
6; Persians and, 160-66, 189-91; Pro- 
copius and, 70-71; religion and, 212, 
216, 236-38, 255 

Jovinianus, 162 

judicial reform, 283 

Jugurtha, 195 

Julian: administration and finance, 276, 
280, 286-92, 295; allies and friends, 25- 
26, 65-66, 72, 105-8, 214-15, 224, 
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226-27, 256; in Antioch, 18; Caesar, 33, 
49, 143, 145-46, 308; death and burial, 
14, 69-70, 98, 141, 160, 237; debts, 
108, 286-91; dismissal of personnel, 16, 
49-50, 52-53, 56, 104; education and 
philosophical interests, 87, 92-94, 96, 
101, 110, 269; Goths, 125, 149-52, 326; 
Persian expedition, 14-17, 69, 160, 191, 
202, 307; religion and, 214-17, 236, 
240, 247, 249, 386; Saracens, 203-4, 
209; in Sirmium, 43; usurpation, 22— 
24, 308 

Julianic faction, 214-18. See also Julian, allies 
and friends 

Julianus, Sextius Rusticus, 64 

Julius, magister militum, 74-75, 206, 325, 
352, 363 

Julius Caesar, 189, 355 

Junius Soranus, 119, 347 

Justina, 54, 103-4, 242, 267 


Karen, 170, 381-83 
Keszthely-Fenékpuszta, 39 
Khirbet es Samra, 204, 379 
Kohler, G., 2 

Kushan, 170, 176, 182 


laeti, 343 
Lakhm, 201 


lawyers, 64-66 

Lazica, 172 

Lehmann-Haupt, C. F., 178-79 

Lentienses, 336-37, 365-66. See also 
Alamanni 

Leo, 57-59, 87, 220 

Libanius, 6-7, 30, 65-67, 105-6, 109, 112, 
138, 147-49, 203-4, 227, 268, 270, 277, 
285 

Liberius of Rome, 239, 247 

libraries, 269-70 

Libya, 26-27 

Licinius, 121, 149, 318 

Limigantes, 350-52 

Lucillianus, 15-16, 39, 50, 56 

Luculli, M. and L., 191, 193 

Lupicinus, 79, 181, 256, 326-29, 343, 353 

Lucius of Alexandria, 206-8, 237, 242, 
255-57, 261 

Lycaonia, 198, 285 

Lycia, 79, 198-99, 247 

Lydia, 79-80 
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Macedonia, 361 

Macedonius of Constantinople, 235-36 

Macrianus, 135, 145-46 

magic trials: Antioch, 65, 213-24, 218-19, 
223-34; Constantinople, 25, 105; Rome, 
220, 232-34 

magister memoriae, 64, 186 

magister militum, 362-63 

magister officiorum, 56-57 

Magnentius, Fl. Magnus, 16, 40, 47, 103 

Malalas, 175-76 

maleficium, 220-23, 

Mamertinus, Fl., 104-5, 107, 269 

Mamikoneans, 154-55, 181 

Manicheaeans, 238 

Manuel Mamikonean, 185 

Maratocupreni, 196-97 

Marcellianus, 58-59, 145, 181 

Marcellus, magister equitum et peditum, 56 

Marcellus, usurper, 16, 69, 81-82, 113, 

292 

Marcianople, 114, 127-28, 131-33, 244, 

327-29, 844 

Marcianus, 65 

Marcus Aurelius, 306, 350-51 

Marina. See Severa 

Martin of Tours, 35-36, 241-42 

marzban, 171 

Masaucio, 47 

Mattiarii et Lanciarii, 340 

Matthews, J. F., 73, 266-67, 294 

Mavia, 204-9 

Maximianus Herculius, 28, 37, 48, 87, 143, 

145-46 

Maximin Daia, 16, 98 

Maximinus of Sopianae, 58-59, 65, 87, 

220-23, 226, 232-33 

Maximinus Thrax, 95 

Maximus, dux Moesiae, 326-27, 343, 353 

Maximus of Ephesus, 65, 79, 108-9, 113, 

227, 233, 292 

Mazdaism. See Zoroastrianism 

Mediana, 26, 40, 99 

Melanthias, 336-37, 365 

Meletius of Antioch, 236, 238, 251-52, 261 

Menander Rhetor, 48, 85-86, 137-38, 264, 

286 

Merogaisus, 146 

Meruzan Arkruni, 169-71, 381-83 

Mesopotamia, 157-63, 168, 188-89, 193, 
244, 258, 308, 311-12, 371 





Milan, 27, 76, 239, 247-48, 270 

military intelligence, 128, 152, 168, 338 
Milo of Croton, 46 

mining and miners, 303—4, 331 

mints, 42-43, 115, 300-302 

Mirian IH, 157, 171 

Modestus, Domitius, 62, 64, 95, 104-7, 113, 
231, 242, 249-51, 253, 257, 268-69, 
288, 399 

Moguntiacum, 145 

Mommsen, T., 186 

monks, 205, 252, 256-57, 276, 365 
montes Serrorum, 128 

Moesia, 119, 125, 128, 327, 334, 398 
monetary policy, 108, 115, 288, 299-304 
moneyers, 300-2 

Moses, monk, 206 

Moxoene, 162 

Munderich, 318 

munuscula, 293 

Murocincta, 40, 55 

Mursa, 41, 241, 245 

Mushel Mamikonean, 172, 175, 177, 181, 
184, 382 

Musonius, 198 

Mygdus, 77-78 

mystery cults, 216-18, 232 


Nacoleia, 80-81 

Naissus, 26, 269, 307 

nakharar. See Armenia, nakharar system 
Namara, 201 

Naristae, 355 

Narses I of Persia, 158-59, 161-62, 318 
navicularii, 279-81, 296 

Nebridius, 74 

Neocaesarea, 171 

Neratii, 103 

Nero, 189-90 

Nerses, Patriarch of Armenia, 4, 177-78 
Nevitta, 14 

Nicaea, 20-22, 25, 77-78, 81, 386, 388 
Nicenes. See homoousians 
Nichomachus Flavianus, 141-42 
Nicocles, 107 

Nicomedia, 23, 52, 78, 83, 244, 250-51, 
386 

Nicopolis, Pontus, 258-59 

Nicopolis ad Istrum, 125 

Nike, 337 

Nile, 205 





Nisibis, 159, 162-63, 166, 175-76, 189-90, 
193 

nobilissimus puer, 90-92 

nomad, 200-204 

notarii, 229-30 

Notitia dignitatum, 307-9 

Novatians, 251 

Noviodunum, 132, 328 

Npat, Mt., 175 

Numantia, 195 

Numidia, 195 

numismatic propaganda, 17, 27, 30-33, 

74-75, 83-84, 96, 99-100, 131, 358 

Nymphius, 161-62 





obryzum, 300 

Oescus, 121 

Olybrius, 220 
Olympias, 155 
Olympius, 270 
Oribasius, 107-8, 113 
Orontes River, 388 
Orpheus Lithica, 229 


Palestine, 200, 202, 204-5, 244, 309, 378, 
386 

Palladius, Aelius. See Aelius Palladius 

Palladius, poisoner, 223 

Palmyra, 200-201 

Pamphylia, 247 

panegyric, imperial, 85-97 

Panephysis, 387 

Pannonia and Pannonians: Arians, 241-42, 
245; fortifications, 377-78; historical 
geography, 35-45; imperial guardsmen, 
35-37, 45-46; prejudice against, 86- 
88; Quado-Sarmatian invasion, 142; 
supporters of Valentinian and Valens, 
22, 57-61, 105; taxation, 295. See also 
Illyricum and Illyrians 

Pap, 4, 133, 164-65, 170-81, 328, 382 

Paranjem, 170-72, 382 

Paris, 76, 248 

Parndorf. See Murocincta 

Paschoud, F., 352 

patricius, 60 

patrocinium, 273-74 

Paulinus of Antioch, 251-52 

Pearce, J. W. E., 358 

Pelagius of Laodicea, 258 

Pelso, Lake, 39 
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Pergami, F., 8, 282 

Persia and Persians: attacks on Armenia, 
133; culture and society, 155—58; 
Goths against, 147—48; relations with 
Arabs, 201-3; relations with Rome, 
157-67, 311, 334, 362, 371; treaty of 
244, 194; treaty of 299, 158-59, 161, 
183, 193; truce of 371, 175—706, 182- 
83, 311-12, 315. See also Sassanians 
and Zoroastrianism 

Pessinus, 79, 81 

Peter of Alexandria, 205, 255-56, 261 

Petra, 218 

Petronius, father-in-law of Valens, 53, 60-62, 
72, 87, 106, 108, 291, 309 

Petronius Probus, Sex. Claudius, 44, 58, 62, 
64, 295 

Philadelphia, 352 

philanthropia. See clemency 

Philippopolis, 81-82, 323 

Philip the Arab, 194 

philosophers, 93, 96 

Philostorgius, 5 

Phoenicia, 205 

Phronemius, 74, 109, 113 

Phrygia, 79-80, 280, 351, 388 

Pisidia, 247 

pittacia, 298 

Podosacis, 202 

poison, 219-20, 223-24 

Polemius, Fl., 187-88, 191 

Pompey, 193-94 

pontifex maximus, 215 

praefectus augustalis, 280 

Praetextatus, Vettius Agorius, 217, 268-69 

Priscus, 108 

Pristensis, 40 

Probatianus, 237-38 

Probus, 37, 351 

Proconsulship of Asia, 62, 295 

Procopius, usurper: background and early 
career, 69-70, 83, 96, 110; Christianity, 
100, 110, 214; effects on Valens, 62, 115, 
226, 228-30, 247-49, 292-94. 394; 
execution, 34, 81, 113; initial uprising, 
60, 72-75, 129, 247-48, 291; manpower 
shortages, 82-83; propagandist, 73-74, 
88-89, 96, 98-102; relation to Constan- 
tinians, 69, 73, 98-101, 108-10, 151-52 

Procopius, PUC, 60-61 

Profuturus, 330, 363 
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Promotus, 352 

Protogenes of Carrhae, 257-58 

Protectores Domestici, 15-17, 21, 46-47, 52 
Prut River, 322 


purple, 69, 73 
Pyrrhus, 195 


Quadi, 40, 43-44, 142, 148, 350-51 
Quaestor, 56-57, 64 


quinquennalia, 129, 300 


Ravenna, 350—51 

recruitment, 75—76, 257, 276, 307—19 

reges, 120 

Rehimene, 162 

Relatio Amonii, 205, 208-9 

Remigius, 142 

res privata, 39-41, 289-91, 295—96, 305-6 
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Rheims, 50 

Rhine, 76 

Rhodanus, 105, 107, 273 

Rhodope Mountains, 330, 334 

Richomer, 330, 338-39, 340, 356-57, 366 

Rome, 220, 220-23, 226, 232, 247-48, 268, 
270-71, 278-80, 395, 398 

Romuliana, 40 

Rufinus of Aquileia, 5, 205, 256-57 

Rufinus, PPO, 300 

Rumitalca, 78, 83, 99 





Saba, Martyrdom of, 8, 119 

sabaia, 88 

sacrifice, 216 

Sagitarii Domnici, 179, 317 

Sallustius, Saturninius Secundus, 14-15, 18, 
20-21, 25, 60, 104-7, 127, 160, 268 

Samosata, 258 

Sansalas, 119 

Saphrax, 322, 328, 331-33, 338-39 

Saracens, 4, 200-10, 305, 334-36, 356, 365 

Sardinia, 303 

Sardis, 80 

Sarmatians, 37-38, 43-44, 122, 143, 148, 
324, 355 

Sassanians, 155-58, 192-94, 201-3 

Satala, 169, 173, 311 

satrapies, 158-59, 168-69 

Saturninus, 199, 254, 330, 340, 363 

Sauromaces, 171, 173, 182 

Savaria, 36, 42-43, 242 


Saxon, 352 

Scarbantia, 44 

Scholae Palatinae, 15-17, 21, 36, 50, 179 

Scipio Africanus, 195 

scouts. See military intelligence 

Scutarii. SeeScholae Palatinae 

Scythia Minor, 184, 334 

Seager, R., 164, 183 

Sebaste, Armenia, 258 

Sebastianus, 104, 336-37, 339, 357, 365 

secretarium, 396, 398 

Seeck, O., 20, 69 

Seleucia ad Calycadnum, 198 

Seleucia Pieria, 280 

Seleucus, 107 

senatorials, 220-22, 232-33, 

senior and iunior, 32-33, 308-9, 359, 361 

Septimius Severus, 157, 184, 188, 317 

Serenianus, 56, 61-62, 77, 87 

Severa, 103, 267, 273 

severus, 231 

Severus, magister peditum, 352 

Sextius Rusticus Julianus. See Julianus, 
Sextius Rusticus 

Sevso treasure, 39, 55 

Shahid, L, 207-8, 335 

Shapur I, 158, 168, 193-94, 197 

Shapur II, 159-85, 193, 381-83 

Shapur III, 185 

Sicily, 387 

silver, 290, 301-2 

Simleul Silvaniei, 347-48 

Simplicius, 58-59, 220, 232 

Sinai, 205, 207, 209 

Singara, 159-60, 162-63 

Singidunum, 16, 241 

Sintana de Mures-Tcherniakov sites, 117-20 

Sirmium, 26-27, 36, 41-44, 50, 52-53, 57; 
105-6, 241-42, 359, 366 

Sisicia, 36, 42 

slaves, 38, 75, 150, 232, 268, 282, 284, 326, 
331, 342743 

Smyrna, 247 

Socrates Scholasticus, 5, 52-53, 212, 341 

solidus. See gold 

Solinus, 35, 38 

Sophene, 158-59, 169, 183 

Sophronius, 62, 67, 77 

Sopianae, 36, 42 

sources, 3-9 

Sozomen, 5, 205, 248 


sparapet. See Armenia, sparapet 

spectacles, 270-71 

sportulae, 293 

Spudasius, 223 

starvation, 326 

Strasbourg, 355 

Strata Diocletiana, 202, 204 

Strategius, 109 

stratores, 285 

students, 66, 269-70, 296 

stuprum, 223 

Succi Pass, 81, 356 

Sucidava, 121, 145 

Sueridas, 329, 331-32, 353 

Sunonian Lake, 78 

surena, 160, 183-84 

susceptores, 297-98 

Symmachus, 6, 29-31, 48, 76-77, 144, 150, 
215, 232-33, 273, 376 

Syria, 196-97, 200, 202, 386-87 

Syrian March, 159 


Tabari, 201 
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